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13. ABSTRACT (cont.)

be identical for men in Korea and in Germany--the structure less clearly defined
by responses from National Guardsmen. (U)

Interrater reliabilities of unit morale ratings for both platoons and companies
in all test sites were adequate for some scales but disappointingly low for
many. Ratings also showed hgh intercorrelations (halo error) between various
of the eight morale dimensions. (U)

Recommendations based on these results include simplifying the format of the unit
morale rating scales to assure increased reliability and decreased halo. We also
recommend that the content of the morale scales be used to develop self-report
morale measures for use by individual soldiers in describing different facets of
morale in their units. Most important, we recommend that the standardized
instruments identified in this study as most indicative of specific motivation
and satisfaction constructs be used in concert with the morale rating scales in
a continuing audit of the status of Army units and Army personnel on these
important and distinctive aspects of motivation, morale, and job satisfaction. (U)
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CHAPTER I

SYNOPSIS OF LITERATURE REVIEW: THEORY AND
MEASUREMENT OF MOTIVATIONt, SATISFACTION, AND MORALE

rhis chapter presents a synopsis of the comprehensive literature review of
the theory and measurement of motivation, satisfaction, and morale, completed
as part of this research project. First we briefly review the major theories
and conceptual issues behind these constructs. Then we summarize results of
our efforts to extract from both published and unpublished literature those
instruments developed as measures of motivation, satisfaction, and morale at
the work place.

Theoretical Issues

Motivation

Motivation is a construct used to explain the direction, vigor, and per-
sistence of behavior, which cannot be accounted for by ability or by
overwhelming demands or constraints imposed by the environment. We often
refer to some kind of motivational construct when we try to explain why a
person performs one particular behavior of a set of possible alternotive
behaviors, the vigor with which he performs that behavior, and how long he
sticks with it (Campbell, Dunnette, Lawler, & Weick, 1970). When we have
already observed an individual performing some particular behavior, we
infer that he possesses the required ability to perform it and that he
would be able to do so again. Therefore, when we see him on subsequent
occasions performing the same behavior 3t different levels of intensity or
for varying durations of time or when v.'e see him performing a different
behavior entirely, we infer that some motivational determinants arc operative
to account for these differences. (Of course, we assume that gross environ-
mental conditions inhibiting or facilitating the performance of the behavior
are constant. When, for instance, we see a person reading in a quiet library
but not while driving his car, we are not likely to explain this oehavioral
difference solely in terms of his motivation.) Given that a peron is able
to do something, whether or not he does it and how vigorously and persisLtI|,ly
he does it, depend on his motivation.

Many theoretical formulations have been developed to account for the direction,
energization, and persistence of work-related behavior. Some focus on the
content of motivation and seek to specify factors in the individual, his en-
vironment, or his behavior as he interacts with his environment that influence
motivational parameters governing his behavior. They attempt to answer
the question: What is it that motivates people? Other theories spell
out the expectancy and equity processes by which these content factors
influence behavior. They try to answer the question: How do environmental
factors and individual needs determine behavior?
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Content thet- tes of wttivation. According to contcnt theories ot motiva-
tion, there exist classes of environmental stiriuli, individual needs, and
consummatory behaviors with tile capacity of nmotivating individuals to perform

~ctrtain beh~aviors with varying degrees of vigor and p :rsistencc. That is,

people will behave in certain ways to approach some kinds of environmental
stimuli and avoid others, gratify their needs, and have an opportunity to
perform certain kinds of consummatory behaviors. These environmental stimuli,
states of individual need gratification, and consummatory bchavior,---rnotiva-
tion content factorb---vary according to low desirable they are for different
individuals on different occasions. Three currently prominent theories of
motivation content are those put forth by Murray (193S), Hlaslow (1954), and
lerzberg (1966).

Murray's (1938) theory suggests that there are twenty social motives or
psychogenic needs, such as "achievement," "dominance," and "aurturance,"
that people have to varying degrees. People are motivated to purform
behaviors leading to the gratification of needs which for them are strongest.

Maslow (1954) proposes five general need categories: physiological, safety,
social, ego, and self-actualization needs. :Ais theory stipulates that these
needs are hierarchical such that unless the lower-order needs lik. physio-
logical and safety have been satisfied, the higher-order needs are leCss
likely to motivate behavior.

According to Herzberg and his colleagues (Herzberg, Mausner, & Snyderman,
1959; Herzberg, 1966), there are five major factors related to job satisfac-
tion and motivation and five other factors related to dissatisfaction. The
satisfaction factors are achievement, recognition, work itself, responsi-
bility, and advancement; Herzberg terms them "motivators" ana interprets
them as motivating people to exert greater etfort and perform at h igher
levels. Dissatisfaction factors include comp.ny policy and administration,
supervision, salary, interpersonal relations, and working conditions; they
are called "hygiene" factors and seem related to environmental elements
which prevent job dissatisfaction but hdve little positive effect on joh
attitudes.

Process theories of motivation. The two major types of orocess theories of
motivation are expectancy theories and equity theories. Expectancy theories
maintain that behavior is determined in part by a person's beliefs about the
likelihood of behavior leading to various desirable or undesirable conse-
quences. Equity theories differ from expectancy theories in that they
emphasize not beliefs about relationships between behavior and desirable or
undesirable consequences, but rather feelings of equity or inequity from
perceptions that what one puts into his job is relatively greater than,
equal to, or less than what he gets out of it.
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ExpLCtancy theoriLs .et to t by lroom (I11i6), Graen (1969), Porter and
Lawler (l i.,), and Campbell, lOunnette, Lawler, and Weick ( O1970) all riake
si,ilnr predictions about the relationships among expect,,icy (a person's
buli - ,bout the likelihood that a certain act will result in a certain
outcoe) , valence (desi ribi Iity ot that outcome), and motivation; namely,
that not ivat.ion is a i.lultipl icative function of valence ties expectancy
and that the arkount of et fort exerted will be maximum when both expectancy
and valence are maximum. While these four theories apparently assume that
expectancy and valence are independent, Atkinson'-. (1964) achievement
theory, anoth,_r form of expectancy theory which deals .nostly kith task
achievemvnt ano feelings of success, failure, pride, and siiame as tle
salient outcoev-,, assumes that the valences of these outcomes are inversely
related Lo he exoectancies associated with them. Accordingly, when these
outcomes are salient (instead of the more external outcomes like pay, proi. -
tion, etc.), notivation and effort will be maximum when both valence and
expectancy are at intermediate levels. Weiner (1972) amends Atkinson's
theory somewhat by proposing that the valences of these out cmes are
determined not only by their expectancies but afo by wheth.r the person
attributes task success to ol,71ity and effort or to luck and task dif-
ficulty. Also, \4ciner argues that the expectancies of these outcomes are
inrluenced by whether the person attributes success to ability and task
difficulty or to effort and luck. Locke (1968) adds a new dimension by
proposing that if a goal has been accepted--that is, if a person intends to
try for the goal--the more difficult the goal, the higher the level of
motivation, effort, and, hence, performance.. This is not necessarily
contradictory with the other expectancy theories if we read "outcome"
for "goal" and assume that the probability that a person will accept a
goal (i.e., decide to try to reach the outcome), depends on the goal's
valence and expectancy for him. The greater the product of goal valence
times goal expectancy, the greater the likelihood that he will accept the
goal.

As articulated by Adams (1963, 1965), equity theory cr.4tes that pCoplt_ ale
.motivat',, to reduce feelings of inequity that result when they perceive their
outco-me/input ratios are different from the outcome/input ratios of referent
others. In formal organizations, this theory has been tested extensively
with pay as the major input factor of concern. In conditions of underpayment,
these studies provide support for equity theory. There is empirical evidence
that when Person feels he is being underpaid compared to Other or Others, he
changes his behavior to maximize outcomes, if possible (e.g., increasing
productivity in a piece-rate situation). If underpaid Person is working in
an hourly pay condition, he will most likely lower his output to reduce his
felings of inequity. How equity theory works in an overpayment situation
is i,-s clear. Motivation to lessen inequity seems w.ak when ont perceives
that he has been overpaid.
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Satisfaction

As used in the context of formal organizatoos, the term "job satisfaction"
generally refers to varying feelings of positive or negative affect that a
person has about diffe-ent aspects of his job. We infer that a person is
satisfied if he expresses feelings of happiness or fulfillment when talking
about his job; we infer he is dissatisfied if he expresses feelings of
unhappiness or frustration.

Detcrminants of job satisfaction. Researchers who study the causes or
determinants of job satisfaction usually emphasize the individual's needs,
elements in his job environment, or his interactions with environment. If
individual needs are emphasized, sets of needs are identified as fulfilled
to varying degrees in different individuals. The environmental approach
focuses on factors in the individual's job situation as determinants of his
level of satisfaction. Herzberg and his associates (1959; Herzberg, 1966)
organized these environmental causes into the Two-Factor Theory. Other
researcher (e.g., Smith, Kendall, & Hulin, 1969) studied separate environ-
mental factors ike supervision, pay, promotions, co-workers, and kork
content not integrated into a unified model. Since both individual needs
and environmental elements can influence feelings of satisfaction, probably
the most useful approach is to focus on them simultaneously and to consider
the individual/environment interaction as the individual satisfies his needs
with available environmental reinforcers. This approach is central in the
Theory of Work Adjustment (Dawis, Lofquist, & kleiss, 1968) which maintains
that feelings of satisfaction depend on the degree of correspondence between
an individual's needs (what he wants from his environment) and avaiiable
environmental reinforcers (what he can get from his environment).

Conceptual models of job satisfaction. Much of the empirical and theoretical
research in the area of job satisfaction is guided by three distinct, global
models of what constitutes satisfaction and what constructs are required to
cope conceptually with the major issues surrounding job satisfaction. One of
these modeis, the need fulfillment model (exemplified by the Theory of Wor-
Adjustment), holds that people have positive or negative feelings about their
job situation depending on environmental elements available to fill their
needs. The equity model is another prevalent conceptual framework, and it
maintains that j,)b satisfaction is a function of the degree of match between
actual level of a worker's job rewards and perceived equitable level of
rewards. A thi-d model, the frame of reference model, departs from the other
two models in tnat it focuses not on the individual's desires and needs, but
on the discrepancy between the perceived characteristics of his job and some
external standard of comparison. A person is satisfied, according to this
model, to the extent that available environmental reinforcers correspond to
the reinforcers in his frame of reference.
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Each of these three models shows .ome utility fcr the study of job
satisfaction. None by itself is clearly superior to the others. Feelings
of need fulfillment, equity, and the individual's frame of reference all
contribute to his level of job satisfaction. Further theoretical research
might fruitfully be applied to the integration and synthesis of these
three conceptual frameworks.

Organizational consequences of iob satisfaction. It is important to ask
about consequences as well as causes of job satisfction. The rcsearch
addressed to consequences deals mostly with the impact of job satisfaction
on five general indices of organizational functioning: accident rates,
grievance rates, absenteeism, turnover, and productivity. Of these, turn-
over (voluntary withdrawal from the organization; termination of employment)
is most consistently related to levels of satisfaction and dissatisfaction.
Absenteeism and g'rievances also show some relationship with satisfaction,
but not as much or as consistently as turnover. Some researchers now seem
to favor considering accidents and productivity as determinants rather than
as consequences, the formerly popular view.

Mora I e

Psychologists have defined "morale" in many different ways (e.g., Guion,
1958), indicating a general lack of consensus about the meaning of this
construct. Perhaps a sense of the complexity of the mot-ale construct can
be portrayed by describing tile characteristics of a group said to have
high morale, based on the pooled writings of psychologists and military
authors: The high morale group is cohesive with high levels of esprit
de corps and unit pride. It has a clearly defined goal to which its
members are totally committed. They persist tenaciously, undaunted in
the face of even the greatest adversity. They sense that they are advancing
toward their goals and are hopeful of reaching them. They cling to ideals
like patriotism, honor, and loyalty which are bound up somehow in the group's
goal. The group members are cheerful even in the most tryinq conditions
which thcy shrug off with satiric laughter. They are contented, free from
worries or doubts, perform bravely, and are contemptuous of danger. Disci-
plined and self-confident, they willingly sacrifice themselves for- the
welfare of the group.

The quality of their morale is determined by factors that impact upon their
physical well-being; their pride in the military; cohesiveness of their
unit; strength of their ideological convictions; satisfactoriness of their
military careers; quality of their leadership; amount and nature of informa'-
tion communicated to them; and some of their feelings such as self-importance,
achievement, and competence.

It is possible to ascertain the quality of morale by noting rates of deser-
tions, AWOLs, and requests for transfer; records of disciplinary actions;
degree of cheerfulness; hospital reports of illnesses and accidents; general
smartness of appearance; performance in jobs, marches, battles, and athletic
contests; and esprit de corps.
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Morale seems to be so generael, pervasive, and complex that apparently any
mental state which bears on a soldier's performance reflects his morale,

anything at all in his environment can affect his morale, and any aspect

of his performance indicates quality of his morale. A construct as gen-
eral and complex as this is not likely to be readily amenable to rigorous
scientific analysis. It probably explains too much to be heuristically

4 ,useful and might be too internally complex to be empirically workable. It
might be easier to conceptualize an explicitly multi-faceted construct--
or rather set of constructs--depicting morale. For example, much of morale
seems to consist essentially of motivation (goals, determination, persis-
tence, tenacity, progress), satisfaction (cheerfulness, contentment, freedom
from worry, satisfaction of physical needs for food, water, rest, etc.), and
group cohesiveness (solidarity, cooperation, self-sacrifice for the group,
esprit de corps, traditions). A conceptual framework which includes these
three distinct constructs and which gives some attention to their interrela-
tionships in the context of the Army probably provides a tighter and more
workable model than the loose conglomeration of informal associations sug-
gested by the commonly used definition: "A state of mind with reference to
confidence, courage, zeal, and the like, especially of a number of persons
associated in some enterprise, as troops (Munson, 1921, p. 3)."

Theoretical Integration

The two constructs, motivation and satisfaction, both rely heavily on the
notion of outcome, and they both share concepts drawn from similar theoretical
perspectives. To summarize the similarities and differences between satis-
faction and motivation, we list some simple parallels drawn between the major
theoretical issues previously discussed.

Mot ivation Satisfaction

1. Outcomes ]. Outcomes

a. People are motivated to a. People are satisfied when
obtain desired environmental they have obtained desired
rewards. envi ronmental rewards.

b. People are motivated to b. People are satisfied when
gratify their needs. their needs are gratified.

c. People are motivated to c. People are satisfied during
perform consummatory behaviors and immediately after performing

consummatory behavior.

2. Expectancy Theories 2. Frame of Reference Model

People are motivated to People are relatively more
perform acts which they expect satisfied with a given outcome if
to result in desired outcomes it matches or exceeds in desirabil-

ity what they expected to obtain
V,{ according to their prior -xperi-

ences or frame of refei.nc

,I_ 7 N , r r n , n , ., l . r ' ,; - . . ."--. .. .. .....
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Mot ivation Sat i sfact ion

3. Equity Theories 3. Equity Theories

People are motivated to People are dissatisfied when
reduce feelings of discomfort they feel that their ratio of
or inequity which result wlon inputs/outcones is incquitable
they perceive their ratio of relative to the ratio of inputs/
inputs/outcomes as different outccmies of a referent other.
from that of a referent other.

The constructs of motivation and satisfaction are iclated, but they are not
conceptually identical. The primary emphasis of motivational concepts is
to explain the direction, vigor, and persistence of behavior--to explain
why people perform one behavior rather tian another and why they pe'-form a
givern behavior as vigorously and persisttntly as they do. On the rother
hand, the primary emphasis of job satisfaction concepts is to explain feelings
of varying positive or negative affect that people have toward aspects of
their overall job situation--to explain why people have these feelings and
how they are likely to express them in the context of ihe formal work organ-
izatLon. People are motivated to perform scw, act with some level of vigor
and persistence. People are satisfied with various aspects of their job
situation. They experience feelings of varying positive or negative affect
when they think about their job situation.

Although motivational concepts focus primarily on behavior while satisfaction
concepts focus mostly on feelings, there is also a feeling aspect to motiva-
tional terms and a behavioral aspect to job satisfaction. It is the notion
of valence in motivation theories that includes this feeling aspect. Outcomes
(whether conceptualized as states of need gratification, as rewarding environ-
mental StimulIi, or as consummatory behaviors) play a major role in motivational
theories precisely because they vary for diffelent individuals according to
their valences--according to how desired they are. They are desired according
to how much satisfd1.LLin a person anticipates he wi II lee I when or if he has
those outcomes.

However, a person may not necessarily experience as much satisfaction when he
actually has an outcome like promotion to a higher rank as he anticipated.
That is, there is not necessarily a one-to-one correspondence belween valence

and satisfaction. A person might find, for example, that being a sergeant
is not as satisfying as he expected or that it is much better thani he expected.
In either case, the amount of satisfactioni he feels on being promoted will
likely impact his valence for his next promotion. Porter and Lawler (1968)
make this theoretical link when they sLggest that a person's valence for a
reward (outcome) is partially determined by how much satisfaction he felt
when he had that reward before. Thus, although both valence and satisfaction
connote feelings of varying positive or negative affect, valence implies the
affect (or satisfaction) that is anticipated, while satisfaction implies the
affect that is actually experienced.
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The behavioral aspects of satisfaction concepts derive from the idea that
people who experience dissatisfaction will probably act to reduce these
feelings. Thus, if they are generally dissatisfied with their overall job
sItuation, they might submit grievances, avoid their jobs by absenteeism,
or terOinate employment altogether. In other words, just as people are
motivated to seek satisfying experiences (to obtain desired outcomes), they
are also motivated to avoid dissatisfying experiences (to avoid undesirablc
ou" comes).

A5 the term is used in the military, "morale" seems to di ffer from motiva-
tion and satisfaction in that it is a much more encompassing construct that
includes components of both motivation and satisfaction, as well as group-
related notions like cohesiveness. When a soldier is said to have high
morale, this suggests that he is strongly motivated to achieve his goals
which are in line with the Army's mission, that he is relatively satisfied
with his overall situation, and that he feels a strong sense of togetherness
with the other members of his unit. There are, of course, other elements
included as well, such as a sense of ideological comitment, a positive and
adaptive attitude toward adversity, and so on. Further theoretical research
in the area of morale might profitably move toward a conceptual tightening
of the many informal and loose concepts that military people have tradi-
tionally incorporated into that broad construct.

Ins trumentation

Motivation Measures

A wide variety of motivation instruments have been developed for use in
formal work organizations, instruments for both motivational content and
motivational process.

Content instruments include measures of:

a. Degree to which things and outcomes in the environment are valued
and desired by the individual.

b. Degree to which individuals have needs or motives to attain some
kinds of environmental things and outcomes but not others.

c. Degree to which individuals have interests in some kinds of
activities or preferences for performing some kinds of behaviors over others.

Most process instruments derive from expectancy theory formulations, usually
of the type propuunded by Vroom (1964) in his valence-instrumentality-
expectancy model. Such instruments measure an individual's valence for
specified outcomes and his expectancy of attaining tWeml. They generally
yield an index which is often computed as the sum over all outcomes of valence
times expectancy and which represen ts the strength of the individual's
motivation to perform acts he thinks lead to th. desirable outcomes.
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Besides these content and process instruments, there are several others
that are not products of an explicit content or process theoretical orien-
tation but which have been carefully constructed so that they might be
useful measures of job-related motivation. They include measures of
motivation broadly conceived as job motivation, job involvement, ana
orientation toward the Protestant Ethic. Also, there are some interesting
physiological and behavioral instruments that may have some utility in
measuring motivation in formal organizations.

Measures of motivation content. These are measures of how valent, valued,
desirable, or important are events, job characteristics, and job outcomes
for people in general. They vary primarily in terms of how specific the
outcomes or events are; whether they are rated, ranked, or pair-c'mpared;
and whether the ratings, rantings, or pair-comparisons are made according
to attractiveness, preference, desirability, or importance. Some c these
are measures of perceived Importance of outcomes for something, whether
that "something" is enlistment, reenlistment, effort, performance, satis-
faction, or dissatisfaction.

These instruments vary not only according to their internal characteristics,
but also in terms of their intended use. ?A ,ong the many possible uses are:

a. To assess valence of outcomes for people in general to estimate
their relative effectiveness as reinforcers or incentives. Datel &
Legters (1971) and Bialek & McNeil (1968) appeared to have such a purpose
when they measured attractiveness of Army training outcomes for eventual
use in a behavior modification program.

b. To test a theory like Herzberg's dual-factor theory which stipulates
that some kinds of outcomes (intrinsic) determine (are important for) satis-
faction while other kinds of outcomes (extrinsic) determine dissatisfar'ion.

c. To compare defined groups of people on how they differentially
value certain kinds of outcomes. It may be important to know, for instance,
Lhdt men place more importance than women on security, advancement, and
benefits, whereas women place more importance on type of work, co-workers,

supervisors, hours, and working conditions.

d. To determine what kinds of outcomes an organization should manipu-
late to maximize criteria such as satisfaction, performance, or reenlistment.
Perhaps, as Nealey (1972) suggests, some outcomes are related to satisfaction
but not to productivity or turnover.

There are probably other uses as well. The point is that evaluations of
specific instruments such as these should be made in the context of their
intended use. A valence instrument evaluated higi-, for estimating the
incentive value of outcomes as possible reinforcers may be useless for
testing propositions of dual-factor theory or for determining what specific
outcomes to vary to differentially impact job satisfaction, productivity,
and turnover.
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How should the Ar, y be measuring valence of outcomes? Although the kinds
of considerations mentioned earlier imply that there really is no one
best way for all purposes, perhaps it would be helpful to list some general
guidelines we feel should be followed in developing valence instruments of
practical utility in the Army.

•To ensure that out~comes are mlaximally relevant and meaningful to

those judging them, they should be generated by or elicited f rum the
judges. Thus, instead of speculating about what outcomes to list, the
investigator should somehow get the judges themselves to tell him. Al though
conducting interviews or "seminar workshops" is often a useful way to obtain
the relevant outcomes, larger samples can be reached by a questionnaire
method, perhaps of the type that Olson & Rae (1971) used. They administered
an open-ended questionnaire asking respondents to list five things they
liked about the Army and five things disliked.

. Once a tentative pool of outcomes has been generated, the investigator
may wish to edit them before including then in a final list of ouLcoles to
be judged for valence. This editing should be done so the outcomes are made
fairly specific, perhaps not as specific as the outcomes used by Datel &
Legters (1971) (e.g., "one month's supply of Brasso") but certainly more
specific than things like "security" or "advancement." Information about
valences of relatively specific outcomes is likely to be nore useful for
suggesting organizational actions or policy changes intended to Potivate
personnel. Thormas (1970), for instance, found that valences of specific
outcomes were more highly correlated with rated intentions of scientists
and engineers in the Air Force to reenlist than valences of more general
ou tcomes.

Although direct self-report methods have some potential flaws such
as social desirability bias, they are likely more practical and workable
when there are large numbers of respondent judges and many ouLcoMCs to be
judged. Nealey's (1970, 1972) two-phase method, while an interestingq and
potentially ubeful technique, would likely be difficult to use for 10ug
lists of outcomes. Other indirect methods which rely on content analysis
of free responses [such as the procedure used by Evans & Laseau (1950) in
which they analyzed the contents of letters written by General Motors
employees during a contest called "My job and why I like it"] may be prone
to subjective error on the part of content analyzers.

. Evaluating or judging outcomes according to how liked, attractive,

desired, valued, or preferred they are is probably better than evaluating
them according to how important they are. Evaluations of importance may
be subject to ambiguity, and there may be confusion, if not downright
disagreement, among respondents about the meaning of "importance." Of
course, if the referent of importance--importance for what--is clearly
specified and if the investigator is more concerned about ultimately
relating responses to criteria like satisfaction, productivity, or turnover,
or about comparing the various relationships an outcome has with each
criterion, importance evaluations do appear more useful.
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Other motivation content instrumenLs measure individual needs, desires, or
Interests. They are measures of individual differences and infer need or
desire from preferred outcomes, self-descriptions on either objective or
projective personality tests, or self-descriptions of interests. Measures
of interests tap mainly an individual's preferences for certain kinds of
activities over others. Measures of differences among individuals in their
needs, desires, and Interests that were uncovered in the literature review
(Volume I of this report) are sur.iarized below:

How Important Questionnaire (Carlson, 1970)

Description: 196 job characteristics and circumstances to be rated on
degree of importance. Its three major factors or scales are "Support:
Dependence on physical and social environment," "Advantage in environmental
returns," and "Competence: Mastery of job and environment."

Samples and Settings: 213 assembly men in the manufacturing depart-
ment of a moderately large electronics firm.

Reliability: Internal-consistency estimates for the three factors or
scales were in the 90s.

Validity: Low to moderate relationships with standardized tests of
abilities and personality (not mentioned in main body of text here) suggest
some evidence for construct validity.

Job Attitude Scale (Saleh, 1971)

Description: 120 pair-comparison items which reflect intrinsic and
extrinsic job outcomes. Yields primarily a "general intrinsic score" as
well as scores for each type of intrinsic and extrinsic outcome.

Samples and Settings: Hourly, clerical, and supervisory employees,
elderly wdle manayei, ,male public school teachers; college undergraduates.

Reliability:
1) Split-half estimate is .94.
2) Test-retest estimate (two-week interval) is .88.

Validity: Correlations with CPI scores and comparisons between college
and high school students and between managers and supervisors provide
moderately strung evidence for construct validity of the general intrinsic
scale.

Work Components Study (Borgatta, 1967)

Description: 64 items reflecting job situations to be rated for
desirability. There are seven scales of needs or types of desires.

Samples and Settings: Male and female college-level new hires in
lower level management po:itions.
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Reliability- Internal consistency estimates for the seven scales
range from .6to .83.

Validit :
I) No differences were found between WCS scores of those who leit at
the company's Initiative and those who left at their own initiative.
2) Some evidence for validity in predicting performance for the
"competitive desirability" scale.

Minnesota Importance Questionnaire (Weiss et al., 1964)

Description: 380 pair-comparison items measuring perceived importance
of job outcomes. Yields scores on 20 job-related needs like "achievemnnt,"
''activity," and "authority."

Samples and Settings: Janitors, maintenance men, asscmblers,
machinists, office clerks, sdlesmen, engineers, and representatives of
miscellaneous other occupations.

Reliability: Internal consistency estimates for the 20 scales range
from .73 to .94with a median of .82.

Validity: Findings that extrinsic outcmes seem more important for
blue-collar occupations, whereas int-insic outcomes are more important for
engineers, provide some evidence for construct validity.

Self-Description Inventory_ (Ghisel li, 1971)

Description: 64 pairs of adjectives, one from each pair to be chosen
as most or least self-descriptive. Yields scores on following needs:
occupational status, self-actualization, power, high financial reward,
3and job security.

Samples and Setitty : Diverse occupational groups including managers;clerks; foremen; skilled, semiskilled, and unskilled workers; students.

Reliability: Little evidence for reliability evailable.

Validity:
I) Moderately strong evidence for construct validity:

a) "Need for occupational status" distinguishes among
occupational groups presumed to differ on this need.
b) "Need for actualization" correlates .41 with interviewer's
ratings.
c) "Need for high financial reward" correlates .42 with inter-
viewer's ratings.

2) Moderately strong evidence of empirical validity for managers,
(correlations with rated performance) but no evidence of empirical
validity for line supervisors or line workers.
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Thematic Apperception Test (Atkinson, 1958)

Description: Respondent tells stories about 20 ambiguous pictures.
The Instrument yields scores on a number of variables including needs
for achievement, power, and affiliation.

Settings and Samples: A wide diversity of samples and settings over

the many years of its use.

Rel iabil ityt:1) T st-retest estimates for need achievement range from .26 to .78.

2) Internal consistency estimates for need achievement rarely exceed
.30 to .40 (Entwisle, 1972).

Validity: The voluminous literature on the TAT provides moderately
strong construct validity. Very little evidence is available to indicate
that it is significantly related to job behaviors In formal work organizations.

Strong Vocational Interest Blank (Campbell, 1966, 1971)

Description: The respondent judges 399 items of varying formats
according to whether he like . dislikes, or is indifferent to them. Yields
scores indicating how similar a person's interests are to those of people
working in various occupations.

Samples and Settings: Used with a wide diversity of samples but pre-
dominantly with people considering the type of occupations usually entered
by college graduates. Scales have been developed for Army officers, Air
Force officers, Navy officers, and Navy midshipmen.

Reliability:
I SVIB scales are very stable: median test-retest reliability even
with a 22-year interval has been estimated at .76.
2) Navy Officer Retention Scale has test-retest reliability estimated
at .57 (ten-year interval) and .65 (eight-year interval).

Val idity:
S-Extensive research provides strong evidence that SVIB scales
predict persistence in an occupation.
2) Navy Officer Retention Scale has moderately strong evidence of
validity--cross-validated correlations of .24 (N=599, p<.Ol) and .30
(N=412, p<.Ol) with reenlistment.
3) A scale developed to predict voluntary disenrollment from the
Naval Academy's "plebe summer" has moderately strong evidence of
validity--a cross-validated correlation of .36 (N=1163, p<.Ol) with
disenrol iment.

(/



Expectancy-valence measures of motivation process. These Instruments
require respondents to indicate how valent, desirable, or important is each
outcome in a list, and tile perceived expectancy of attaining it. A person's
motivation score is generally computed as the sum, across outcomes, of
valence times expectancy.

Studies conducted by Hackman & Porter (1968) and Mitchell & Albright (1972)
illustrate the kinds of results obtained with process expectancy motivation
instruments. Although the magnitude of correlations from such studies is
not carthshattering, the consistency with which they occur strongly suggests
that an instrument constructed such that it yields a score representing the
sum of the products of valence times expectancy for a number of outcomes
maningful and relevant to the questionnaire respondents, is likely to be
a valid measure of expectancy process motivation.

Measures of general work motivation. Instruments in this category measure
general work motivation by assessing motivational attitudes toward one's
job or toward work in general. They usually purport to measure a more
global conception of work motivation than motivational content or motiva-
tional process instruments discussed previously.

Job Motivation Indices (Patchen, 1965)

Description: Four items intended to reflect "general devotion of

energy to job tasks."

Samples and Settings: Employees of an electronics company; employees
p of the Tennessee Valley Authority.

Reliab ility:
I) Test-retest estimate (onermonth interval) for two of the items
is .80.
2) Internal-consistency estimate for the four items is .54.

Validity: Scores on the indices are weakly related, in the expected
direction, to criteria of supervisory rankings on "concern for doing a good
job," bbsenteeism, and productive efficiency.

Job Involvement (Lodahl & Keiner, 1965)

Description: 20 items describing degrees of job involvement. A
short-form, six-item scale which correlates .87 with the long form, is
also available.

Samples and Settings: Nursing personnel, engineers, graduate students
in business administration, and middle managers.
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Reliability:
1) Internal consistency estimates of the long form range from .72
to .89, with a median of .80.
2) Internal consistency of the short form is estimated at .73.

Validity: Correlations in the 20's and 30's with variables like
age, supervisory ability, and satisfaction provide some evidence for
construct validity.

Survey of Work Values (Wollack et al., 1971)

Description: 67 items representing attitudes, along six dimensions,
toward a secularized Interpretation of the Protestant Ethic.

Samples and Settinqs: A wide varl,-ty of occupational groups
including government employees and employees of a glass manufacturing
company; unskilled, semlskilled, clerical, supervisory, professional,
and management employees.

Rellability:
i) Internal consistency estimates for the six scalt:; range from
.53 to .66 with a median of .62.
2) Test-retest estimates (one-month interval) range from .65 to
.76 with a median of .70.

Validity: Discriminant function analyses showing that the six
scales can differentiate among occupational groups and canonical regres-
sion analyses showing relationships with variables like sex, race, and
education provide some evidence of construct validity.

Protestant Ethic Scale (Blood, 1967)

Description: Eight items representing attitudinal orientations
toward or away from the Protestant Ethic.

Samples and Settings: Airmen and nonconmmissioned officers in the
Air Force.

Validity: Positive correlations in the 20's with satisfaction
measures provide evidence of validity.

Alternative techniques for measuring work-related motivation. By far the
most common technique of measuring motivation or some component of motiva-
tion is a self-report questionnaire. People fill out these questionnaires
and indiccte how desirable certain classes of events or job outcomes are
for them. Or they may be describing their personological characteristics,
interests, or desires in self-report questionnaires designed as measures of
Individual needs. Some questionnaires require indications of both relative
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desire for a set of job outcomes and beliefs about the probability that
the outcomes will occur following high levels of effort or performance.
Other self-report questionnaires have respondents indicate relative
agreement or disagreement with statements reflecting self-descriptive
tendencies to expend energy on one's job, attitudes toward involvement
with one's job, or attitudes toward work in general.

Other techniques are also possible, but rarely used. Landy and Guion
(1970) developed an Instrument In which a person's motivation is measured
by peer ratings of his behaviors that reflect varying levels of motivation.
Another possible technique is the physiological measure of concentration
of serum uric acid in one's bloodscream, with the assumption that its
concentration is related to the level of a person's general motivation
level (Rahe, Rubin, Arthur, & Clark, 1968). A third technique involves
observing how long an individual will perform a specified physical exercise
behavior (step test) when told to do so until he feels like stopping
(Johnson, 1969). Although these are intriguing techniques which may
eventually prove useful, only the peer-behavioral-rating method (Landy &
G~ion, 1970) is not limited in its present usefulness to the Army by
the practical problem of face validity to the would-be user in the Army.

Measures of Job-Related Satisfaction and Morale

A qeat many Instruments have been developed as measures of job-related
satisfaction. Some of these Instruments have, on occasion, been called
morale measures. For example, the SRA Attitude Survey has been described
as a measure of morale (Science Reseaich Associates, 1970), as has Scott's
Semantic Differential instrument (Scott & Rowland, 1970). Since the content
of these instruments seems to reflect mostly feelings of positive or nega-tive affect toward aspects of the job situation, we discuss them as measures

of satisfaction. There are practically no measures which reflect the com-
plexity and richness of morale as the term seems to be used in the military.
That is, we fourd no self-report measures in which respondents could indi-
cate both their satisfaction and their motivations as well as their feelings
of group cohesiveness, pride, attitudes toward adversity, and the other

components of morale as discussed earlier.

We classified satisfaction instruments into two categories: (a) measures
of overall satisfaction, and (b) measures of satisfaction with specific
facets of the job situation.

Measures of overall satisfaction. These are instruments yielding one index
fsomething globally conceptualized as "overall satisfaction." Both
single-item-measures and multi-item scales have been developed to tap this
construct.
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Hoppock Job Satisfaction Questionnaire (HopPock, 1935)

Description: 4 items rated on seven-point scales. The sum of
these four ratings constitutes the satisfaction score.

S ;.ples and Setting:: A wide variety of occupationa; levels have com-
pleted the questionnaire, includinq unskilled, semiskilled, skilled, white
collar, lower management, middle management, professional, and upper
management.

Reliability: Internal consistency reliability is estimatcd at .93.

Valiciy : Moderately strong evidence for construct validlty:
iT-Orders occupational groups according to occupational status.
2) Correlates in the 70's and 80's with other measures of overall
sat isfaction.

Job Satisfaction Index (Brayfield & Rothe, 1951)

Description: 18 items rated on a five-point scale ("strongly agree"
to "strongly disagree") yield one overall summed satisfaction score.

Samples and Settings: Clerical and secretarial workers, graduates
of professional schools, male and female civil service employees, factory
workers.

Reliabili.ty: Internal consistency estimates range from .78 to .90
with a median of approximately .87.

Validity : Evidence for construct validity:
1) High correlations with other satisfaction instruments, notably
Hoppock's questionnaire.
2) Factory workers with the most tunctionally specialized (narrowest;
least "enriched") johs get lowest scores.

Tear Ballot (Kerr, 1948)

Description: 10 items rated on five-point scales.

Samples and Settings: A wide variety of occupational groups including
clerks, office employees, supervisors, carpenters, and factory workers.

Reliability:
TT Internal consistency estimates range from .65 to .82 with a median
of .76.

IV 2) Test-retest estimate (one-w4 ek duration) is .81.

f.



Validi ty: Evidence for construct val idi ty:
I) Range of corre I at Ions betwewen I Ie tvii ind ivi dua I I tcm and rIate of
past turnover is from . I4 to .63 with a median of .27.
2) Total score correlation with ai individui l's past job turnover
is .25.
3) Significant correlations with a number of other criteria, but not
always consistent or readily interpretable.

Survey of Orqanizations (Taylor & Bowers, 1972)

Description: 7 items rated on a seven-point scale from 'very dis-
satisfied" to "very satisfied" yield one overall group satisfaction score.

San~les and Settings: A variety of industrial and business employees,
both salaried and nonsalaried,

Reliability: Internal consistency estimate of .87.

Validity:
1) Construct validiLy. The satisfaction scale correlates with a
measure of organization climate In a way that suggests organization
c!Imate causes satisfaction more than satisfaction causes climate.
2) Concurrent and predictive validities. Satisfaction correlates
significantly with-',rganizational criteria of efficiency, absenteeism,
and turnover.

Measures of satisfaction with speific facets of the job situation. Among
the many job facets typically included In such instruments are pay, pro-
motional opportunities, supervision, co-workers, job itself, and company
policies. This type of instrument yields a satisfaction index for each
job aspect it addresses and may provide scores for anywhere from one to
twenty scales. In some instruments, there are multi-item scales; in others,
each scale contains only one item.

Difference score measures are discussed as a particular type of multi-item,
facet measures. A relatively new development in satisfaction measurement,
such instruments have respondents make at least two sets of ratings, one
describing the actual job situation surrounding the respondent and another
indicating his preferred or Ideal job situation. The difference between
these two sets of ratings Is then assumed to reflect his satisfaction. The
less the difference between his preferred 3nd actualljob situation, the
greater his presumed level of satisfaction.

A commonly used type of single-item, facet instrument is what we term "survey
questionnaires." We single these instrumerts out for special attention
because they raise different Issues of reliability and validity. These
instruments are most typically analyzed Item by item. They are commonly
constructed and administered in-house by industrial and military organiza-



tions when tr-yingq LO ieasurc aLtitudes% or, employees toward the organizar. on,
their jobs, supervision, etc. They are used as diagnostic instrumlents--to
p~rov ide management with informalion bear ing onl administrative action they
should take to ImamiZe organizational goal s--mlore often than as measures
of satisfaction In a strictly conceptual sense.

Job Description Index (Smith) eL al ., 1969)

D s c r 1. io: 72 descriptive items distribUted amlong five sae
Measuring saLtsactionl With pay, promotions, work, itself, co-workers., and
superv i s in.

Samples and Settings: The JDI has been used with people in a wide
range of job categories, It is probably less appropriate For very high1
level occulpatL ins Such as top-level management or professional jobs.

Ile I abiII iLk:
TT Internal consi stency est imates for the five scales rdinge from
.80 to .08 w ith a med ianl of .86.
2) Test-retest estimlates (thre-e-Year1 interval) range from .11m5 to .75.
Valid ity: Somc! scales have correlated with) term inat ion ai, absentee k~m

indices IIlC(JSUre~l after JDI administration.

Semantic Differential cScales (Scott, 1967)

Description: From 25 to 75 semantic differential, polar-opposite
adjectives for each of nine conceptS or job facets. Only those polar-
opposites that load onl anl "affectIVe'' factor are used to derive satis-
Faction scores.

Smles and Settings: Engineers; male ci vil 5ervict, 01'pluyees of a
niaval1 ammum tion depot.

Rei1ability and Validiy: No information avai lable.

Minnesota Satisfact ionl Questionnaire (Weiss et aM., 1967)

Descrpion:
VILomig form: 100 items, 4m items for each of 20 facet scale!,
Yields 20 facet scores plus anl ovorall satisu'action score.
2)' Shol-t form: 20 Items yielding scores for intrinsic -;at kfact ion,
extrinsic satisfaction, and overall satisfaction.

Samples and Sctt in s: ThU ISQ has been used with a very wide rangeI-o o occupational categories and settings.
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Re l labi li tx.:

a) Median internal consistency cstimatos r.nrt fro .78 to .93

with a median of approximately .86.
b) Test-retest est imates (one-week interval) range from .66 to
.91 wi th a median of approximately .84.
c) Test-retest estimattes (one-year interval) range from .35 to
•71 with a med I an of . 6 1.

2) Short form: Internal consistency estimates for the three scales
are genera I I y 11n the 80' s.

Vai idi ty:
-T Long form: Construct validity:

a) Seven of the 16 scales studied support hypotheses derived
from Work Adjustment Theory about the relationship between (1)
the fit be Aween and (2) satisfaction.
b) The scales generally order occupations on satisfaction levels
similarly to the way occupations have been ordered according to
satisfaction in previous research.

2) Short form: Some evidence for construct valIidity in the ordering
of occupations on the satisfaction scales.

Triple Audit Opinion Survey (Dawls & Weitzel, 1971)

Descrlption: An extension of the MSQ arid MIQ. After interviewing a
sample of those to be surveyed, the researchers decide on a subset of
approxiately 25 scales,. four items per scale (from a total set of 58
scales) to be Included In their "tailor-fitted" survey.

Samples and Settinqs:. The TAOS has been us;ed with a number of occupa-
tional categories.

Rellability and Validity: The scales In common with the MIQ and MSQ
have adequate rellability and validity, but too little is known about the
other 38 scales to evaluate them.

SRA Attitude Survey (Science Research Associates, 1970)

DoscrI2tion: 78 Items distributed among 14 Job-related dimensions
and aIT-teenth dimenslon regarding reactions to the inventory Itself.

Samples and Settings: Extensive normative data is available for many
occupational categories.

Reliability:
ITTest-retest (one-week interval) estimates for the 14 job-related
scales are largely In the 70's. For group scores, estimates are In
the high 90's for groups of 20 Individuals.
2) Internal consistency estimates for the 14 job-related scales
range from .60 to .84 with a median of .68.
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Validity: Some evidence for construct validity comes from studies
showing that the 14 job-related scales correlate with such alternative
measures as:

1) Interview ratings of satisfaction--in the 50's.
2) Brayfleid-Rothe scale--in the 30's.

Cureton's Satisfaction Questionnaire for Airmen (Cureton, 1960)

Description: Factor analytically derived instrument with 72 items
distributed among eight dimensions.

Samples and Settings: Airmen below the rank of master sergeant.

Reliability: Internal consistency estimates for the eight scales
range from .65 to .92 with a median of approximately .85.

Validity: Construct validity derives from correlations between some
of the scales and such variables as citations received, job performance
ratings, riorale ratings, performance rankings, military rank, and race.

Roach's Oinion Survey (Roach, 1958) and Twery's et al. Satisfaction
Inventory Twery et al., 1958)

Description: Both have factor analytically derived dimensions, but

as far as we know have not been much used as scaled instruments.

Porter Need Satisfaction Questionnaire (Porter, 1961)

Description: 15 items rated twice on seven-point scales. A difference
score Is obtained on each Item by subtracting tne rating of "how much is
there now?" from the rating of "how much should there be?" Need satisfaction
scores are obtained for five need areas: security, social, esteem, autonomy,
an,' self-actualization, by averaging the difference score; for the items
in each category.

Samples and Settings: All levels of managerial personnel, commissioned
Air Force Officers, and a wide variety of hospital staff personnel.

Reliability: No estimates of reliability available.

Validity: Evidence for construct validity:
1) Expected differences in satisfoction for different levels of
managers and Air Force Officers.
2) Greater satisfaction of security needs in tall organizations than
flat organizations, greater satisfaction of self-actualization needs
in flat organizatios than tall organizations.
3) Multiple correlation between overall satisfaction on the Porter
questionnaire and the five scales of the JDi of .69.
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Preference Inventory and Job Inventory (Beer, 1966)

Description: 30 items representing five need categories: security,
icial, esteem, autonomy, and self-actualization. Items are arranged in

six sets of five, eac" set containing one item from each of the categories.
The six sets of items are ranked twice, first on the basis of "the order
of importance to you" (the Preference Inventory), and, second, on the basis
of "the opportunity to satisfy them at voi k" (the Job Inventory) . Category
scores on each Inventory are obtained by summing the ranks assigned each
item in a category. Category need satisfaction is obtained by subtracting
the total rankings of items in a category on the Preference Inventory from
the total rankings of the same items on the Job inventory.

Samples and Settings: Clerical workers in an insurance company.

Reliability: Median Internal consistency reliabilities of:
1) Preference Inventory: .71.
2) Job Inventory: .68.

Validity:
1) Content validity: items selected on the basis of Maslow's defini-
tions of need categories.
2) Construct validity: scales emerge as independent factors in a
factor analysis of a large number of variables.

Wanous and Lawler Desire Fulfillment Measure (Wanous & Lawler, 1972)

Description: 23 items representing different facets of the work
situation, each rated twice on seven-point scales, first on "how much is
present?" and, second, on "how much would you like?" The difference score
on each facet is obtained by subtractirng the "is present" rating from the
"would like" rating. An overall satisfaction score may be obtained by
summing the difference scores for the 23 facets.

Samples and Settings: Nonmanagerial personnel of a telephone company
working on 13 different jobs.

Reliability: Internal consistency reliability of the overall instru-
ment of .28.

Validily: Evidence for construct validity:
1) Correlation of the overall score on the instrument with a single
item measuring general satisfaction of .54.
2) Average correlation of the difference score on each facet with a
direct measure of satisfaction on each facet (how satisfied are you
with this aspect) of .44.

i



23.

In addition to these multi-item instruments, many investigators have used
single-item measures of both overall and facet satisfaction. Such single-
iteim measures, particularly of facet satisfaction, can be very useful in
providing specific, diagnostic information. However, they are not often
studied according to their reliabilities and validities.

Summary and Conclusions

Theoretical Issues

Motivation is a construct used to explain the direction, vigor, and per-
sistence of behavior, which cannot be accounted for by ability or by
overwhelming demands and constraints imposed by the environment.

The prevailing motivation content theories--those of Murray (1938), Maslow
(1954), and Herzberg (1966)--are not specific and co~mprehensive enough to
indicate precisely what are the important outcomes in the Army environment.
We need to know which outcomes are most salient for motivating which par-
ticular behaviors under what kinds of circumstances and for what types of
soldiers. Obviously, this is a highly complex issue. One way to attack it
would be through the blatantly empirical route of "trying ouc" different
kinds of outcomes for a carefully specified behavior like "reenlisting."
For example, the researcher could test empirically each of a number of pos-
sible outcomes (like reenlistment bonus, increased educational opportunities,
etc.) to see which work best in explaining ard predicting the motivation to
reenlist of specified groups of enlisted men (e.g., different job, ability,
socio-economic status, and age classifications) under specified conditions
(e.g., stationed abroad versus stationed in the continental United States).
A number of investigators have studied the relative desirability of outcomes
for behaviors like performing well and reenlisting, but the research emphasis
should turn now to a closer look at how the importance of such outcomes is

IP moderated by situational variables and individual differences.

Expectancy theories are one major body of motivation theuo ies which seek to
explain the process by which motivation content factors impact behavior.
Expectancy theories maintain that people have expectancies about the like-
lihood of obtaining desired or undesired outcomes as consequences of their
actions. The probability of a given action depends on the sum of the
products of desirability times expectancy for all outcomes salient in that
situation.

Expectancy theories of motivation have recently come under close scrutiny
by a number of authors (e.g., Campbell & Pritchard, in press; Miner &
pachler, 1973; Heneman & Schwab, 1972; Mobley, 1971; Mitchell & Biglan,
'971; House & Wahba, 1972; and Wahba & House, undated). Besides the
logical, methodological, and empirical problems that these authors discuss,
one which we feel is particularly pertinent, especially for commanders who

. ..,,(, . .
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hope to improve motivation with the help of concepts drawn from expectancy
theories, is this: What are the most powerful determinants of expectan-
cies and valences? In particular, we need to know to what extent valences
and expectancies are determined by factors representing relatively stable,
individual differences--which suggest strategies of recruiting, selection,
classification, and placement as ways to improve expectancy motivation--
and to what extent they are determined by inmediate situational factors--
which suggest various strategies of altering the organizational environment.

A second theoretical process by outcomes said to influence behavior is the
equity process. According to equity theories, a person will perform cer-
tain acts to reduce feelings of inequity which arise from his perception
that his ratio of outcomes (what he gets out of his job) to inputs (what
he puts into it) is different from the ratio of someone else. The stronger
the feeling of inequity, the greater the motivation to reduce it.

Equity theories are vague about several issues which demand resolution
before they can be more fully and readily applied to problems of measure-
ment and improvement of motivation and satisfaction in the Army. Some
central issues previously discussed are:

• What particular behavior is motivated by feelings of inequity under
what circumstances and for what types of individuals?

How do individuals differ in their perceptions of inputs and
outcomes?

* How should we define "inputs" and "outcomes" to reduce the con-
fusing conceptual overlap among these terms?

- What determines who a given individual's "referent other" will be?

Investigators have alread, begun to address themselves to some of these
issues. Further research along these lines should pay additional dividends.

Job satisfaction is a set of feelings of varying positive or negative affect
that a person has with respect to different aspects of his overall job
situation. These feelings are determined both by factors in the ,ir6dividual
(his needs) and by factors in his job environment (rewards). There are
three somewhat atrferent ways ,, .. t. alizlng how feelings of satisfaction
and dissatisfaction at the work place come about: that is, in terms of
need fulfillment, equity, and frame of reference models.

The need fulfillment model holds that feelings of satisfaction and dissati-

faction depend on the extent to which elements in the job environment are
available to gratify people's needs. Such a model, which considers individual
and environmental factors simultaneously as determinants of job satisfaction,
seems more heuristically promising than models focusing exclusively on
individual or environmental factors.
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The frame of reference model differs fro-i need fulfillment in that it seeks

to explain satisfaction not In terms of match between needs and reinforcers,
but rather in terms of match between an external standard of comparison and
available reinforcers. Accordingly, a soldier's job satisfaction depends
on how he evaluates his perceived job characteristics in comparison to his
external (external to his prescnt job in the Army) standards or frame of
re ferer.ce.

The equity model Suggests that a person's standard of comparison is a refer-
ent other with whom the person compare!, ratios of job inputs to job out-
comes. Feelings of inequity, which result when the person feels either
underrewarded or ove-rewarded for his job inputs in comparison to a refer-
ent other, lead to feelings of dissatisfaction.

The term "morale" as used by military authors is an exceedingly complex
concept that seems to include bot notions of motivation and satisfaction
as well as group-related notions like cohesiveness. Since we lack a more
succinct and rigorous definition, let us define morale according to what
military authors include as its aspects:

Sense of advancing toward a worthwhile goal
Exaltation of ideals
Determination to reach tihe goal
Positive and adaptive attitudes toward adverse conditions
Feelings of contentment and satisfaction
Courage
Discipline
Se I f-con f i dence
Feelings of group cohesiveness.

According to military authors, this complex state of mind has a loigfj rumber
of determinants subsumed under the following general categories:

Physical welfare and subsistence
Pride in the Army and the Unit
Unit cohesiveness
Individuals' ideology
Job-related satisfaction
Leadership
News and information.

Morale is such a complex notion that it would probably be better to con-
ceptualize it in terms of its components rather than as a single, global,
and undifferentiated construct. This calls for a more precise and rigorous
theoretical development ot morale. It would be good to develop a
"nomological net' of the principal components of what military people mean
by morale and conceptual interrelationships amonci them. It would then be
possible to tie this nomological net to measurement and change operations
by specifying how to observe and manipulate each of its components and how
the experimental manipulation of one component is likely to impact others.
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Inst rumentat ion

Below we list instruments and methods which seem most likely to be useful
as measures of motiv3tion, satisfaction, and morale in the Army.

Motivation

I. A measure of motivational content which lists a set of 50 to
100 fairly specific job outcomes and which requires the resp)ndent to
rate each outcome first on a seven-point scale of occurrence following
high levels of effort on the job. Ratings of desirability by themselves
constitute a measure of valence for outcomes which could be used either to
ascertain how desired the outcomes are by enlisted men in general or- to
infer individual differences in nedds or desires for the outcomes. In com-
bination with expectancy ratings, desirability ratings yield a motivation
process score for each individual computed as the sum across outcomes of
valence times expectancy.

2. A measure of motivation content which lists 25 to 50 broader out-
comes more relevant to the enlisted man's MOS, the Army, and the military
in general than to his specific job. The respondent rates these outcomes
on a seven-point scale of "how important" they are (or- were) for:

His original enlistment decision
tHis future decision to reenlist
His level of job effort
His general job satisfaction

3. The Minnesota Importance Questionnaire (Weiss et al., 1967). This
is a very well-constructed measure of a person's job-rel1ted needs on 20
dimensions like "ability utilization," "activity," and "authority." Itents
are at the sixth grade level of reading difficulty and consequently shouldbe readily comprehensible to most enlisted men.

4 . Patchen's (1965) Job Motivation Indices. The four items in the Job
Motivation Index have been shown to have adequate test-retest reliability
and at least some concurrent validity with respect to criteria of absentee-
ism and tornover. Since this is such a short instrument, it could be
supplemented by another brief measure of general work motivation, Lodahl and
Kejner's six-item Job Involvement Questionnaire. Although little hard
evidence regarding its test-retest reliability or validity is available,
this is a very carefully constructed instrument and it may prove useful,
particularly in conjunction wi,'h Patchen's instrument.



6

27.

Job Satisfaction

1. The Brayfield and Rothe (1951) Job Satisfaction Index. This is a
widely used measure of job-related satisfaction suitable for a diverse range
of occupational groups.

2. The Survey of Organizations (Taylor & Bowers, 1972). The seven-
item satisfaction scale in this instrument has adequate reliability and
construct validity as a measure of job-related satisfaction of groups or
organizational units.

3. Minnesota Satisfact,lon Questionnaire (Weiss et al., 1967). The
MSQ is a carefully developed measure of satisfaction with 20 job facets.
The short form yields a total satisfaction score as well as scores of
satisfaction with the intrinsic and extrinsic aspects of the job situation.

4. Job Description Index (.mith et al., 1969). The JDI is a well-
known measure of satisfaction with five facets of the job situation--work
itself, pay, promotions, super% sion, and co-workers.

5. Cureton's (1960) Satisfaction Questionnaire for Airmen. This is
a factor analytically derived measure of satisfaction with seven aspects of
the working environment in the Air Force as well as an eighth scale measuring
overall satisfaction or "general morale." Since it was developed specifically
for the military, the instrument should be readily amenable to adaptation for
use in the Army.

6. Survey Technique. The attitude measurement program at Sears
(Smith, 1962, 1963 illustrates how a careful and systematic use of specific
survey questions can provide a valuable diagnostic function for management,
especially when bupplemented with a set of well-developed evaluative scales
of satisfaction. A similar strategy is used with the Triple Audit Opinion
Survey (Dawis & Weitzel, 1971) and the SRA Attitude Survey (Science Research
Abu ciates, 1970).

7. Difference Score Instrument (e.g., Wanous & Lawler, 1972). This
technique of measuring tile discrepancy between desired outcomes and avail-
able outcomes, a relatively recent development in satisfaction measurement,
shows considerable promise as an alternative to the more traditional "direct"
measures of satisfaction.

Morale

We found no instruments which measure the complexity and richness of morale
as the term is used by military authors. That is, we found no self-report
measures in which respondents could indicate both their satisfaction and
motivation as well as feelings of group cohesiveness, pride, attitudes toward
adversity, and the other components of morale discussed earlier.
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Of course, the investigator need not limit himself to self-report measures.
Military commanders have traditionally gauged troop morale by attending to
indicators like AWOL and sick call rates. Also, they have used behavioral
signs like the smartness of troops when marching, how they perform on their
duty stations and in athletic contests, and whether they express pride in
their units. If he were to classify these behavioral indicators of
morale, the Investigator might be able to Improve the commander's traditional,
informal "indicator measure" by designing instruments that helped the commander
focus more systematically on those aspects of troops' behaviors that most
reliab)y and validly teflect their morale.

I ':
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CIA-TER II

CONSTRUCTION OF JOB SATISFACTION, MOTIVAFION,
AND MORALE BOOKLET

AND BEHAVIOR OBSEIVATION MORALE SCALES

4 Int roddct ion

The constructs, job satisfaction, motivation, and morale are discussed
at length in the first,chapter. A great deal of research has been
devoted to defining these terms, attempting to measure them, and relating
thuse measures to organization variables such as productivity, turnover,
and organizational success. The purpose of the remainder of this report
is to examine these constructs In the Army environment. To do Lh is, two
different, yet parallel sub-projects are developed within the overall
research design.

The first research sub-project examines the usefulness ol these
constructs, as they have been defined and measured previously in the
literature, to the Army. Generally there is a tendency to talk about job
satisfaction and motivation it, civilian industry while the term morale is
used in the Army. The majority of instruments available to measure job
satisfaction and motivation have been developed in industry. The one
instrument found in the I iturature review to measure mrale was (dOveloped
in the Army. All the reported measures of the constructs job satisfaction,
motivation, and morale are at least ir, large part self-report measures of
affect. The person completing the measure responds to each item with
himself as tile referent. He may indicate, for example, how satisfied he
is with various aspects of the work situation or how motivated he is. Tle
objectives in this sub-project were to select the best instruments avail-
able to measure each construct in the Army, to determine if the constructb
are empirically different, and to determine how these measures might be
related to Army criteria such as AWOLs, Article l5s, and individual and
organization performance.

The second research sub-project is to develop a new instrument to masure
morale. This measure of morale is (li flerent from the sel f-report measure (s)
previously developed. The new%, instrumet was'developed by util izing the
Behavior Observation Scale (BOS) methodology discussed by Smith and Kendall
(1963) and refined by Personnel Decisions, Inc. (1973). Briefly, this
instrument was developed by asking Army personnel to recall experiences
from their respective careers when they were able to gain a feeling of the
morale of units or individuals. These experiences or vignettes were then
used to create a measure of morale. Thzis measure was based ,upon the distilled
essence of hundreds of years of mi I itary experience. The final form of
this instrument will allow Army officers (and perhaps senior NCOs) to rate

thsiS alwA
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units on morale based upon observations of what these units do or fail
to do. The morale measure, then, utilizes a third person observation of
the behavior of units or individuals rather than a first person self-
report. The objective of this sub-project was to develop this measure and
to see if, or how, it might be related to the self-report mea.ures of job
satisfaction, motivation, and morale. Other questions of interest might
be: "is a unit where members report high job satisfaction or motivation
also rated high on morale by senior officers and NCOs?" or "Is morale
related to AWOLs or Article l5s?"

Figures 2.1 and 2.2 were prepared to outline the steps followed in carry-
ing out the research design. Figure 2.1 specifies the sequence of event;
for developing the job satisfaction, motivation, and morale booklet.
Figure 2.2 provides the same information for the morale instrument.
These figures are important because the investigators "boot-strapped"
to develop the instruments. That is, as new data was collected, it was
used to improve each of the instruments. It should also be noted that
tile organization of this report does not strictly follow the historical
development outlined in these figures. For example, a discussion of
the National Guard data is presented in Chapter VI after the Seventh
Army data analysis rather than before, as is shown in Figure 2.1.

These figures should help the reader follow the progress of the study
which, at times, becomes difficult because the study was carried out
on three continents (Minnesota National Guard in U. S., Eighth Army in
Korea, and Seventh Army in Germany). Because there are two types of
morale instruments, self-report and behavior observation, additional
problems of definitions are introduced. The convention of referring to
behavior observation morale measure as the "BOS morale instrument" and
the behavior vignettes as "'examples " should differentiate the BOS
instrument from the self-report morale measure and the individual "items"
which comprise it.

Instrument Construction

Participating Military Units

As the literature review was proceeding, plans were being made to go to
the field to construct instruments and gather data. It was decided jointly
between PDI and ARI to work with the Minnesota National Guard and selected
units of the Eighth Army in Korea. After the project began, two units
from the Seventh Army in Germany also became involved in the study. The
National Guard was selected for two reasons: First, the 47th Divi ion
Headquarters is located in tile Twin Cities. This would provide PDI with
an opportunity to Lest instruments and procedures close to home. Second,
and of equal importance, was that developing instrumqnts applicable to
National Guardtunits as webli, as active Army units w~s,,seen as highly
desirable.



36.

Literature Select "best" Pretest
review instruments, booklet in

create first Korea
booklet
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self-report develop second
measure of draft versions
morale

Administer Admini s ter Analyze
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units in units in across three
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Figure 2.1. Flow Chart of Development of Job Satisfaction,
Motivation, and Morale Self-report Measures
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Development of Job Satisfaction, Motivation, and Morale Booklet

The literature review, while helpful in uncovering instruments, was less
helpful in evaluating the instruments for inclusion in the pretest book-

let. The review of the literature indicated that most of the instru-
ments reported were not widely used. Often the instruments were
developed to be single purpose of study specific, so little data was
available to compare psychomotricaly the various instruments against
each other. Based upon the limited psychometric information that was
available about reliabilities, validities, extent of use, and supple-
mented by the expert judgment of PDI and ARI, the following instruments
were selected for use in the pretest questionnaire.)

Job Satisfaction

Overall Satisfaction with Job in the Army (one item)
Overall Satisfaction with Life in the Army (one,iem)
*M;nnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire (twenty items)

Minnasota Job Description Questionnaire (twenty-one items)
*Selected Scales from the Survey of Organizations (S.O.O.)

(fifty-three items)
*Brayfield-Rothe

Gur.eton Air Force Questionnaire (eighty-five items)
*Selected Scales rrom the Sears Questionnaire (twenty-five items)
Army Research m,, itute Background and Opinion Questionnaire

(BOQ-73) (Bell, Bolin, & Houston, 1972) (twenty-five items)
Selected Items from ARI Racial Questionnaire (twenty-two items)
*Job Description Index

Motivation

Five Most Desirable Aspects of Army (five items)
Five Least Desirable Aspects of Army (five items)
*List of Outcomes and Expectancy of Receiving Them (one hundred

items)
Protestant Ethic Scale (eight items)
*Minnesota Importance Questionnairc (twenty ites)
*Desirability of Achieving Outcomes (one hundred items)
*Patchen Motivation Scale (four items)

Strong Vocational Interest Blank (selected portions) (twenty
items)

*Job Involvement Scale (seven items)
List of Outcomes Expected to be Achieved Prior to Joining Army

(twenty-eight items)
List of Outcomes Currently Available (twenty-eight items)

1This listing is by instrument within construct (i.e., Job Satisfaction,

Motivation, and Morale). A more complete listing of actual scales used

is provided in Table 3.1.
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Seif-report of Effort (one item)

Self-report of Performance (one item)

Morale

Military Morale Index (eighty items)
Level of Your Morale (one item)
Level of Morale of Unit (one item)

Biographical Information

Age
Sex
Marital Status
Number of Dependents
Race
Education
Father's Occupation
Father's Education
Present Living Quarters
How Entered Army
Kind of Enlistment
Age at Entry into Army
Length of Army Service
Number of Months on Present Post
Primary MOS

Duty MOS
Unit Designation (revised with insert)
Rank
Social Security Number
Plans for Re-enlistment
Number of Times AWOL
Number of Article 15s
Number of Times Busted

The instruments represented by the asterisk indicate instruments dis-
cussed and recommended for Army use in Chapter I. Frequently it was
necessary to modify instruments to make them more amenable to the Army
or Army use. These changes included such things as altering items in
the Cureton where the Air Force was the referent to make the Army the
referent, and changing a pay item on the JDI from Satisfactory Profit
Sharing to Satisfactory Benefits.

This instrument list was supplemented to increase the potential utility
and breadth of coverage of the job satisfaction, motivation, and morale
domains. Several instruments included in the list were not discussed
in the literature review. The BOQ-72 (Bell, Bolin, & Houston, 1974)

and selected items from an ARI questionnaire measuring racial attitudes
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(Nordlie & Thomas, 1974) were included at the request of ARI with the
thought that responses to these instruments might moderate job satisfac-
tion, motivation, or morale. The five most and least desirable outcomes
and a comparison measure of outcomes expected versus those available
were developed by PDI to supplement the instruments in the literature
review. Biographical items were included to serve as moderators and a
check scale was used to screen out people who could not or did not read
the booklet. Each of these instruments will be discussed briefly.

Army Research Institute Background-and Opinion Questionnaire (1972).
This scale was developed by the Army Research Institute to predict
disciplinary offenders in the Army. Since some of the criteria in the
present study are related to discipline--Article 15s for example--the
discipline scale was included to determine if the discipline might
b6 r-1ted -o jdb 'sa tbsfaction motivatLon, ad morale., -Do soldi-ers
scoring high on this scale (indicating a potential disciplinary problem)
have lower job satisfaction, motivation, or morale?

Selected items from the gadial guestionnaire. Racial conflict might
affect attitudes toward the Army and thereby job satisfaction, motiva-
tion, and morale. Because the Army is integrated, individuals or units
feeling racial conflict could feel less positively toward the Army.
Items were selected which might serve as moderators to job satisfaction
and motivation.

Five most and least desirable outcomes. One of the motivation theories
to be tested was the valence-expectancy model. To test this model, the
investigators reviewed studies in the military literature for outcomes
which might be derived from military service. These were analyzed and
synthesized to create the list of 100 outcomes. To determine whether
this list was sufficiently inclusive or needed to be supplemented, the
five most and five least desired characteristics of military service
were requested from subjects prior to their completing the previously
selected list of 100. By comparing the responses to these two items to
the initial list of outcomes, the completeness of the PDI developed list
could be evaluated and supplemented if necessary.

List of outcomes expected to be achieved prior to joining the Army and
list of outcomes curr3ntly available. These two measures were included
with the thought that the difference between the outcomes soldiers ex-
pected prior to joining the Army and the outcomes that were actually
available once they were in the military might be related to their job
satisfaction, motivation, or morale.

Biographical items. Biographical items were included to serve as poten-
tial moderators to job satisfaction or morale.



For example, are married men more or les satisfied with the Army than
single men? Do men working out of their PMOS report less satisfaction
than men working in their PMOS? Does age at entry into the Army affect
satisfacti'n? How does length of service impact upon a man's feelings
about the 4imy?

Unit de, gnations were requested to match the mean job satisfaction,
motivation, and morale self-report scores from the booklet to the morale
ratings assigned units by officers. This allows answers to questions such
as, "Do units with high job satisfaction have high morale?" The service
numbers were included so that rated morale of individuals might be
compared to their individual self-reports of job satisfaction, motivation,
and morale.

Check scale. Three check items were used to identify subjects respond-
ing randomly to the questionnaire. These items are:

1. I am having a great deal of difficulty reading this question-
naire (Item 5 added to the Job Involvement Questionnaire,
p. 19, yellow section).

2. I am not able to read the questionnaire (Item 11 added to the
Brayfield-Rothe Questionnaire, p. 12, green section).

3. I have carefully read all of the items that I have answered
(item 21 added to the Brayfield-Rothe Questionnaire, p. 12,
green section).

Summary. On the basis of a literature review, a large number of instru-
ments to measure the concepts of job satisfaction, motivation, and morale
was selected as being potentially useful to the Army. These instruments
were supplemented by additional instruments potentially related theoreti-
cally to the concepts. Supplementary instruments included the DOQ-72,
a measure of racial conflict, an open-ended item to generate outcomes
for the valence-expectancy motivation model, the SVIB, a list of outcomes
which men might expect prior Lu joining tile Army, biographical items,
and a check scale.

These instruments were assembled into the first job satisfaction, motiva-
tion, and morale booklet. This booklet comprised the initial Pool of
instruments which PDI pretested in military locations in Korea.

Development of Morale Instrument

Two series of workshops were held to develop the first set of behavior
observation morale scales. The first workshop was held with the Minnesota
National Guard. The second workshops,were heldlwith the active Army in
Korea. The 6xamples, gathered in the workshops with the Guard and tile
Eighth Army were combined to generate a incident pool large enough for
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scale development. It was also hoped that by including both type units
in the scale development process a series of morale scales could be
developed that would be usable to both.

National Guard incident writing workshops. The workshops with the
National Guard were held during the regular monthly meetings of the Guard.
Twenty representatives were selected from each of the following groups:
officers, NCOs, and EM. The workshops, lasting a full day, were directed
toward gathering behavior examples for development of the Behavior Obser-
vation Morale Scales.

The objective in the workshops was to develop a large number of observ-
able events which the participants felt were indicative of high or low
morale. Participants were asked: "How can you tell whether an indi-
vidual or unit has high or low morale?" The subsequent discussions
were used primarily to try to reformulate the thinking of participants
away from trait adjectival descriptions of morale toward behavioral
descriptions. The primary difference between adjectival and behavioral
descriptions is that the behavioral descriptions are observable first
level observations, while trait adjectives are second level generaliza-
tions about behavior. Loyalty, for example, is a trait adjective which
might be inferred by the observable benaviors of following the chain of
command, obeying orders, or saluting crisply. It is the first level
behaviors--observable behaviors--which were the focus of the remainder
of the workshop sessions. Workshop participants were asked to think
back over their careers and to write down §l~ecific instances in which
they developed an idea of the morale of units or individals. The inci-
dents were recr rded and given to researchers as they were completed.
This allowed researchers to "shape" the incident writing as it proceeded,
to ensure that incidents were concerned with behavior. The three groups
(officers, NCOs, and EM) were used to assure that all viewpoints about
what comprises rorale were integrated into our analyses.

Two hundred seventy-four morale, examples werergathered fromthe. National
Guard workshops. Several types of examples were identified which were
difficult to assess. The first was the individual versus unit relevant
item. At Lhe outset of the project, the investigators hypothesized
that morale was a unit phenomenon, but did nor want to arbitrarily im-
pose their views upon the workshop participants, so both individual and
unit indicators of morale were collected. When the actual rating
scales were developed to measure morale, however, commanders felt that
it was impossible to evaluate an individual's morale using incidents
relevant to units, and it was similarly as difficult to evaluate the
morale of units using incidents discussing an individual's actions. More
attention will be given this issue later in the report when the issue
became a problem and was finally resolved.
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Another type of item which posed a problem was the causal example.
Examples of these items are given below.

A. Before arriving for A.I.T., the men were told that training
was to last seven to eight weeks. The first sergeant at
A.I.T. told the men that training would last 12 to 15 weeks.

B. During a 30-minute break, six men went to their car for a beer
and were caught by the first sergeant. All six men were de-
moted in rank. One-half an hour later, the beer call was held
and everyone could drink.

In both these examples someone did something to someone which evoked a
reaction or affected the individual's own morale. The impact of this
action on morale is not evaluated by some observable behavior but rather
inferred from the individual's self-report of what happened to him.
These exa'mp.les are usually of the form: Someone did something to me
which affected my morale. They are different from examp!e C, for
i-nstance, where the morale of the unit can be evaluated by observing that
the unit "marched back singing cadence all the way."

C. One day during summer field training there were not enough
trucks to move the entire BN in from the range. One of the
NCOs said, "That's OK, A company will march back," and they
did, counting cadence all the way.

The individual versus unit item and the causal self-report item versus
third person behavior observational item posed conceptual problems
initially. As more data was gathered from the active Arrpy, however,
the problems were resolved and overcome.

Active Army workshops--Korea. The workshops with Army units in Korea
were conducted in a manner similar to those with the National Guard,
although some modifications were made based upon the National Guard
pretest. (For example, specific numbers of field grade officers were
requested to assure that the active Army officer sample was not too
heavily weighted with company grade officers, a5 was the case with the
Guard sample.) Four separate workshops were held, one each with ten
field grade officers, 20 company grade officers, 20 NCOs, and 20 EM E-5
and below. Half of the participants in each group were provided by the
38th ADA, the other half by the 23rd Support Group. The units involved
were maintenance companies from the 23rd Support Group and Hawk, Herc,
and Headquarters companies from the 38th ADA. Discussion during the
workshops of methodology and background information varied as a function
of the expressed interest of the group. The remainder of the day was
spent with each of these groups writing morale examples.
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Almost twice as many examples were gathered from the active Army as
from the National Guard. This might be expected, of course, because
of the more intensive military experience possessed by the active
Army personnel. Nowhere is this contrast more evident than among the
E-5 and below. In the National Guard some of these men had spent only
weekends on active duty. This is compared to the active Army enlisted
personnel, all of whom had at least several months full-time duty in
the active Army. Thus, the active Army persoiinel had a much richer
experiential background from which to recall examples.

Many of the same difficulties, of course, arose with these items. The
causal versus noncausal dilemma discussed with National Guard incidents
was still present as was the individual versus unit relevant item.

Classification of examples. The first step in analyzing the examples
was to edit them into a format consistent with the Behavior Observation
Scale methodology. During the editing phase, each item was reduced to
a single behavioral expression of morale without distorting its meaning.
In some cases, two critical incidents were present in a single record
form. In others, more than one person wrote about the same incident,
and occasionally no incident was actually present in the item written
by the workshop participants.

After editing, the items were typed and categorized. Categorization is
a subjective process in which the examples are content analyzed and
placed in categories which deal with similar content. The categoriza-
tions were done independently by epch PDI researcher who conducted the
three example writing workshops. After each researcher had developed
his own set of subjective categories, the categorizations were com-
pared. No important differences among the separate categorizations
occurred in the comparison process, and the individual categorizat;ons
were synthesized into one final set of dimensions. The same categori-
zation process was used later with Seventh Army date. Once the cate-
gorizations were complete, the category definitions were develooed.
The emergent categories were:

A. Community Relations, Becoming involved as individuals or units
in community activities; establishing friendships with local
civilians; treating local civilians with dignity and respect;
versus showing a lack of interest in community problems; looking
down on persons in the community and treating them disrespect-
fully or abusively; not participating in civilian activities.

B. Teamwork and bo'6perationV, Helping other people in the unit with
their personal or job related problems; working and playing well
together as a unit; sacrificing for other unit members of the
unit as a whole; staying together as a unit even through difficult
times; versus showing indifference toward the personal or job re-
lated problems of other unit members; failing to work smoothly
toqether on the unit task; displaying selfish interest in one's
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own welfare and a lack of concern for the well-being of other
individuals or the unit; avoiding other unit members during off-
duty hours and recreational activities.

C. Reactions to Adversity. Tolerating adversity or perceived injus-
tice without complaint; accepting hardships readily; expressing
satisfaction with one's own or with the unit's situation; stick-
ing it out in the face of adversity; versus complaining, griping;
bitching; giving up; succumbing to adversity; withdrawing from
hardship situations; expressing dissatisfaction, resentment, or
bitterness about one's own or about the unit's ituation.

U. Superior-Subotidlnate Relations4 Trust and respect between sub-
ordinates and superiors in the unit; subordinates and superiors
willing to spend informal time together (drinking beer, etc.);
talking over personal concerns together; superiors pitching in
and helping with the work when called for; working together with-
out regard to rank; versus superiors harassing and nit-picking
subordinates; superiors not helping solve subordinates' problems;
superiors and subordinates not associating with or talking with
each other.

E. Performance and Effort. Spending extra time and effort to get
the job done; volunteering or taking the initiative to do the
job well; performing well; versus expending little or no effort
toward gettltg the job don6; avoiding or passively resisting
doing work; performing poorly.

F. Discipline and Military Appearance. Crisp military appearance;
responding quickly to orders; doing the "right" thing in the
absence of explicit orders; low frequency of AWOLs; showing an
eagerness to correct nonstandard conditions; being alert; versus
sloppy appearance; high frequency of AWOLs; destruction of
property; fighting; refusing to obey orders; responding slowly
to military orders.

G. Pride iii Unit, Army, and Country. Expressing pride and enthusi-
asm for one's country and the Army; showing pride in one's unit
by taking actions to make the unit distinctive and clearly
identifiable; bragging about the accomplishments of the unit;
challenging and competing with other units; versus downgrading
or expressing indifference for one's country and the Army; show-
ing a lack of concern for one's unit and its accomplishments;
resisting wearing the uniform or identifying unit insignia.

The most difficult category to develop was the second to last, Military
Discipline, Appearance, and Bearing. There was a definite series of
items that related specifically to discipline, such as:
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In response to a BN policy that no troops under tile grade of
E-5 could have doors to their rooms, the troops got drunk and
threw beer cans at the COQ, kicked down some of the partitions
and broke bottles in the barracks.

But a reading of all the examples dealing with discipline showed that
examples were all at the low end of the scale; that is, they dealt with
individuals or units with disciplinary problems, so a unipolar scale
had evolved. An objective of the BOS methodology is to develop bipolar

scales--scales that measure behavior from good to poor on each category
or dimension. Generally a unipolar scale indicates that categorizinq
was done with only one end of a continuum of behavior in mind. When
the category of discipline evolved, it was probably because the investi-
gators were failinq to consider the opposite end of the scale--that is,
units with good discipline. Yet people don't seem to talk about units
with good discipline; they talk about units with bad discipline. The
high level, o; good, discipline is apparently reflected in other ways
such as crisp military appearance, responding quickly to orders, doing
the "right" thing in the absence of explicit orders (because they are
disciplined), showing an eagerness to correct nonstandard or unusual
situations, and being alert. Thus, the upper end of the discipline
scale is a unit that does the right things, not the wrong things, as
a result of their training and disciplined approach to the job.

Active Army rating and categorizing of examples. One of the require-
ments of the Behavior Observation Scaling process is checking the mean-
ingfulness of the social scientists' categorizations to the eventual
users, in this instance members of the Army. This evaluation of mean-
ingfulness is one of the most important advantages of the BOS methodology
over earlier categorization strategies. The critical incidents and
categories were presented to the same four groups of Eighth Army people
that wrote them one week earlier. Participants were asked to assign the
items from both the National Guard and active Army to one of seven
categories and rate the level of morale shown (from I low to 9 high).
Because of the large incident pool (718), the incidents were divided
amonq the raters. Officers, hoth field and company grade, rated one
half of the active Army and one-half of the National Guard items or
approximately 360 (1/2 of 444 + 1/2 of 274 = 360). The NCOs each rated
one-third of the total incident pool, while the junior enlisted (E-5 and
below) each rated one-fourth of the incident pool.

Pre]lminary morale scales. The first tentative instrument or morale
scale is shown in Appendix I. It was developed by extracting examples
assigned to the same category by 50 percent or more of the Army raters
and then arrangin2 the examples according to the magnitude of the mean
of morale rating. Examples written by the regular Army are on the
left side of the scale, items from the National Guard on the right.

2The morale rating or scaling is determined by the raters who assigned it
to that category rather than by using all subjects who rated the example.
The 50 percent level was chosen for initial search process in categorizing
examples. Examples with much higher agreement are desired for actual scale
cons truction.



17.

Examination of the scales in Appendix I shows there are some "gaps" or
!lholes" in the scales. The lowest raLed example in Scale A, "Commun-
ity Relations," for example, was active Army incident number 173, which
has a mean rated morale level of 1.88. On Scale C, "Performance and
.ffort," the highest rated example was active Army number 259, which
received a mean morale rating of 6.6. SimilaI'l, on Scale E, "Reac-
tions to Adversity," there was no example to anchor the scale between
actLive Army incident nuiaber- 85 rated at 6.88 and active Army incident
number 387 which was rated at 3. 11. Fortunately there were some
National Guard examples to help in Scale E, but additional items were
needed to fi l these gaps.

The next step then was to find examples which potentially fit in the
''gaps" within the scales. The most expedient way to develop additional
incidents is to return to the original incident statistics and look for
examples which are -ated at certain levels or morale but lack the
necessary consensus to be assigned to a scale. Eximination of these
examples in some cases revealed double themes. Often, re-editing the
incident to separate the double themes and, in other cases, some further
editing or other modification of an unassigned item made the item poten-
tially usable.

An example of a modified item is the one at the bottom of the Community
Relations scale. As originally written, this item read:

In a unit that had failed every major inspection, and where
discipline was weak, five men were involved 'n the rape ,of a local
national woman. Most men In the unit saw nothing wrong with It
and stated that, nothilng should be done with the men.

The incident statistics show that 39 percent of the raters assign It to
both Category A and Category F (Community Relations and Discipline).

ITEM N MEAN. S.D.. A B C D E F G

171 23 143' .648' 39 04 o0 A4 OO 39 13

Since dicipline is specifically mentioned in the original incident, it

is possible that word served as a distractor to encourage 39 percent of
the raters to assign it to Category F. In further editing of this
incident, the word dlsci,)line was removed so It read.

Five men in this unit raped a local national, but the other men in
the unit saw nothing wrong with this act ion arid felt nothing should
be done about It.

It was hoped that this modification was sufficient to have the example
rated ir. Category A.
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The same process demonstrated with this example was used to inve fiom
a first draft of the scales shown in Appendix I to the scales shown in
Appendix J. Examples in Appendix J which were modified or changed can
be identified by the lack of incident statistics. That is, examples
which report no standard deviation or percent agreement in Appendix J
are modified examples. Tile mean ratings for these exapples were sub-
jectively assigned by the investigators to approximate the position the
incident would eventually fill. The process with incident number 171 was
shown in some detail to illustrate the rationale and procedure used for

increasing the number of anchors from the first draft to tile second of
tile scales. In addition, because of the problems with Dimension F dis-
cussed earlier and because the content of the items reflects discipline
more than appearance, the title of this dimension was revised to Mili-
tary Bearing, Appearance, and Discipline.

National Guard rating and, caLegorizinq. of incidents. To complete the
National Guard involvement in the BOS morale instrument development, tile
officers and men in the National Guard who had previously written inci-
dents, categorized and rated all the examples written by National, Guard

/7 and Eighth Army soldiers. For the National Guard ritings all 158
examples shown in Appendix J were administered .to each National Guard
rater. The remaining examples were divided among the raters so each
rater rated and categorized the 158 examples in Appendix J plus one-
half of the remaining pool.

This procedure served two purposes. First, it provided the ,vaximum
number of ratings for the 158 incidents potentially usable in the DOS
scales. This, of course, is important for those examples which were
ndified and thus had not been rated or categorized in their new form.
Secondly, this procedure provided a check on the remainder of the
examples. An argument could be made that many of the National Guard
examples did not appear in Appendix J because they were categorized and
rated by Eighth Army personnel and thus could not be categorized or

rated as reliably as they might have been by National Guard personnel.
._z. : These National Guard retranslation raing provide~ t e-. that

possibility.

Comparison of ratings of National Guard and active Army. Table 2.1 sum-

marizes the riting data from these two samples. From Table 2.1 it can
be seen that 87 out of 274 National Guard examples are rated consis-
tently (50 percent or more of raters agree on category assignment) by
both the National Guard and Eighth Army raters). There are, however,
73 items in addition that the National Guard rated consistently and 26
National Guard items the active Army rated consistently. Perhaps more
important are the percentages of incidents rated consistently by each
group. Table 2.2 shows that the National Guard raters were able to rate
60 percent of the National Guard exampltet (73 + 87/274 = 60 percent)
and 49 percent (64 + 156/443 = 49 percent) of the active Army examples
consistently. The active Army was able to rate Ill percent (26 + 87/274 =

41 percent) of the National Guard and 47 percent (56 + 156/443 47 percent)
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Table '21

Number of Eighth Army and National Guard Exampl'es
Rated Consistently 3 by National Guard and Eighth Army Raters

Sourcs_,oi2Examples :Examples rated consistently by

Both NG Eighth Army Neither Total

Natio6a~l Guard 87 .73 26 8& 274

Eighthi-Army 15$, , 64 1,1,56 167 44.

Table 2.2

Eighth Army and National Guard Percentage of Exampl'e
Rated Consistently by National Guard and Eighth Army Raters

Raters Rated consistently by
Sources of txamjle,' NG Eighth Army percent by source

National Guard 60 41 62

Eighth Army 49 47 68

Percent rated consistently
by type of rater 53 45

p

3An example is rated consistently if 50 percent or more of the raters
assigned the incident to the same morale category. See earlier dis-"
cussion.
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of Active Army examples consistently. Thus, the National Guard was
able to rate not only their own bue also the active Army examples more
consistently than were the active .\rmy personnel.

Several reasons or explanations may be offered for this phenomenon.
First, the National Guard sample was better educated and thus may have
read the morale examples more carefully or more completely and thus re-
sponded more to the actual content of the examples than tile active Army
personnel did. Secondly, the National Guard szmple is much more homo-
geneous than tile active Army sample and, therefore, may have tended to see
things nore similarly than the active Army sample did.

Tile thrust of tile data in these tables, however, suggests that separate
categories are not necessary to describe morale in tile active Army and
National Guard. Retranslation of items into categories was reasonably
consistent for raters from both groups. Thus, it seems reasonable at this
point to talk about the seven categories of nmrale described earlier as
being dimensions of morale appropriate for both ihe National Guard and
active Army.

Sum ary. During workshops with National Guard and active Army officers
and men, 718 morale examples were generated. These morale examples described
what kinds of things the military personnel in the sample observed when they
evaluated the morale of units and individuals. From these examples, seven
scales were developed which indicated there were at least seven aspects to
morale. These seven aspect- of morale include Comnunity Relations; Team-
work and Cooperation; Reactions to Adversity; Superior-Subordinate Rela-
tions; Performance and Effort; Military Appearance, Bearing, and Discipline;
and Pride in Army, Uni t, and Country.

Al] 718 items were assigned to one of the seven categories and rated on the
level of morale by National Guard and active Army personnel. Tentative
scales were created by select ing items which 50 percent or more of the
rat- rs concurred bclonged un d scale. The items within the scales were
then ordered according to the mean morale level rating. The results re-
vealed that the seven scales appeared useful to both the active Army and
National Guard.

Overall Summary

From the literature review a large number of instruments was selected to
measure job satisfaction, motivation, and morale. These instruments were
sdpplemented by items and instruments such as biographical items and a
measure of racial attitudes. All ef these measures were printed into
booklet form to pretest in Korea.

Concurrent with booKlet development, researchers began work on a new measure
of morale. This morale measure was developed using the Behavior Observation
Scaling methodology. Seven tentative scales were constructed which measure
seven aspect-s of morale.
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CHAPTER III

PRETEST OF JOB SATISFACTION, MOTIVATION,
AND MORALE BOOKLET

Introduction

Considerable thought and effort went into developing the job sati-3ction,
motivation, and morale booklet; nevertheless, pretesting the booklet
seemed necessary before administering it to a large military sample.
Therefore, 1l4l enlisted men, E-4 and below plus specialist E-5s, from the
38th ADA and the 23rd Support Group in Korea completed the pretest booklet.
Based upon the responses these soldiers made to the pretest booklet, the
researchers:

1. evaluated the rewording of items taken from civilian industrial
instruments;

2. evaluated the clarity of instructions, particularly for those
instruments developed by the researchers;

3. determined which, if any, items or instruments might evoke
disruptive or negative reactions from people completing the
booklet;

4. determined the time necessary for enlisted men to complete the
questionnaire;

5. obtained data relevant for shortening the questionnaire booklet
for the field test.

To accomplish the last objective, several analyses were used to determine
which instruments, scales, or iLemm could be dropped while still retain-
ing good coverage of the total domain represented by the pretest variables.
These analyses included:

1. Intercorrelation matrix. Scales purporting to measure the same
facet of satisfaction, motivation, or morale were first grouped
together intuitively by content. Then the intercorrelation
matrix for each a priori intuitive grouping of scales was
evaluated to reduce redundancy. The reasoning was that if two
instruments correlate highly, then only one of them is needed.

2. Factor analysis. While the intercorrelation matrix was used
to evaluate intuitive groupings of scales, a factor analysis
was used to assure that each factor was adequately represented
in the revised questionnaire. Therefore, if a scale loaded
highly on one of the factors, it was usually retained.
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3. Subjective evaluation. The investigators subjectively evalu-
ated the content and method of instruments which had been
selected using the procedures outlined in steps I and 2 above.
PDI and ARI researchers did add a few instruments to the re-
vised booklet based on subjective evaluation rather than the
criteria described in I and 2.

Results

Intercorrelation Matrix

The 83 items and scales used In thle intercorrelationmatrix are listed in
Table 3.1. From this list, scales thought to measure the same phenomenon
were intuitively clustered. We expected, for example, that two or more
scales measuring satisfaction with supervision would be related even if
the scales were from two different instruments. Thus, these scale clusters
were based upon a subjective evaluation of scale name and content before
the intercorrelation results were available. Once the statistical data
were available, the best instruments or scales for measuring the satisfac-
tion, motivation, or morale clusters were identified.

The first cluster contains measures of morale and discipline. Shown in
Table 3.2 are the scales in this intuitive category and the intercorrela-
tions among the scales. Likewise, Tables 3,3 through 3.12 contain
measures of the following intuitive clusters and the intercorrelations
amono the measures within clusters:

Motivation Table 3.3
General Satisfaction Table 3.4
Pay Satisfaction Table 3.5
Job Satisfaction Table 3.6
Satisfaction with Superioib Table 3.7
Satisfaction with Co-workers Table 3.8
Satisfaction with Career Progress Table 3.9
Satisfaction with Organization as Whole Table 3.10
Satisfaction with General Environment Table 3.11
Biographical Items Table 3.12

The intercorrelations among the measures within each cluster were examined
to determine the redundancy within each cluster. Those scales and items
which covered the domain without overlapping in content with other measures
in each cluster were retained.

Factor Analysis

Another vehicle for identifying redundancy within cluster was a factor
analysis of these variables. The factor analysis of the scale measures
plus a few selected single item measures are shown in Table 3.13. A 15-
factor varimax rotation was used to help select items. The factor
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Table 3.1

Eighty-three Variables Analyzed from

Pretest Job Satisfaction, Motivation, and Morale Booklet

Variable
Number Variable Name

I Military Morale Index
2 Blood's Protestant Ethic Scale
3 Patchen Motivation Scale
4 Lodahl & Kejner Job Involvement Scale
5 Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire (MSQ) - Total
6 Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire - Intrinsic
7 Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire - Extrinsic
8 Sum of Differences [Z (10-9)]
9 Sum of "Prior Expectancies"
10 Sum "Is Now"
11 Sum of Effort Expectancies
12 Sum of Valences
13 Sum of Valence x Expectancies
14 Minnesota Job Description Questionnaire (MJDQ)
15 Survey of Organizations (S.O.O.) 1. Supervisory Support
16 Survey of Organizations 2. Supervisory Interaction Facilitation
17 Survey of Organizations 3. Supervisory Goal Emphasis

18 Survey of Organizations 4. Supervisory Work Facilitation
19 Survey of Organ~zations 5. Peer Support
20 Survey of Organizations 6. Peer Interaction Facilitation
21 Survey of Organizations 7. Peer Goal Emphasis
22 Survey of Organizations 8. Peer Work Facilitation
23 Survey of Organizations 9. Human Resources Primacy
24 Survey of Organizations 10. Decision Making
25 Survey of Organizations ]I. Communications Flow
26 Survcy of Organizations 12. Motivation Conditions
27 Survey of Organizations 13. Lower Level Support
28 Survey of Organizations 14. Group Process
29 Survey of Organizations 15. Overall Satisfaction
30 Survey of Organizations 16. Supervisory Needs
31 Brayfield-Rothe Job Satisfaction
32 Cureton's Satisfaction with 1. Military
33 Cureton's 2. Job Satisfaction
34 Curuton's Satisfaction with 3. Community
35 Cureton's Satisfaction with 4. Army as a Whole
36 Cureton's Satisfaction with 5. Unit
37 Sears I. Supervision
38 Sears 2. Kind of Work
39 Sears 3. Amount of Work
40 Sears 4. Co-workers
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Variable
Number Variable Name

41 Sears 5. Physical Surroundings
42 Sears 6. Financial Rewards
43 Sears 7. Company Identification
44 Sears 8. Career Future and Sec,,rity
45 Army Research Institute BOQ-72
46 Job Description Index 1. Work
47 Job Description Index 2. Supervision
48 Job Description Index 3. Pay
40 Job Description Index 4. Promotions
50 Job Description Index 5. Co-workers
51 Self-rating of Own Morale
52 Self-rating of Unit Morale
53 Self-rating of Effort
54 Self-rating of Performance
55 Self-rating of Job Satisfaction in the Army
56 Self-rating of Life Satisfaction in the Army
57 Survey of Organizations (single item) Satisfaction 0 ith Co-workers
58 Survey of Organizations (single item) Satisfaction with Supervisor
59 Survey of Organizations (single item) Satisfaction with Job
60 Survey of Organizations (single item) Satisfaction with Organization
61 Survey of Organizations (single item) Satisfaction with Pay
62 Su,-vey of Organizations (single item) Satisfaction with Career Progress
63 Survey of Organizations (single item) Opportunities for Getting Ahead
64 Survey of Organizations - Overall Conditions to Encourage Hard Work
65 Cureton (single item) Pay Satisfaction
66 Mood Rating
67 Self-rating of Effort Put Forth for Promotion
68 Age
69 Education
70 Socioeconomic Status
71 Father's Education
72 Living Conditions (on or off post)
73 Drafted versus Enlisted

74 Age at Entry
75 Length of Service
76 Number of Months on Present Post
77 Number of AWOLs in Last Month
78 Number of AWOLs in Last Year
79 Number of AWOLs in Career
80 Number of Article 15s in Last Month
81 Number of Article I5s in Last Year
82 Number of Article 15s in Career
83 Number of Times Busted
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Table 3.2

Intercorrelation of Scales Measuring

Morale and Discipline

Variable Mlumber Criterion Number

1 51 52 66 1_5 77 80 83

I Military Morale Index -.01 -.06 .04

51 Self-rating of Own Morale .65 -.29 -.25 -.12

52 Self-rating of Unit Morale .42 .67 -.37 -.32 -.19

66 Mood Rating -.59 -.59 -.38 .25 -.25 .03

45 ARI BOQ-72 .05 -.17 -.10 -.09 .27 .24 .39
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Table 3.4

Intercorrelatio of Scales Measuring
General Satisfaction

Variable Number

5 6 14 29 31 55 56

5 MSQ Total

6 MSQ Intrinsic .96

7 MSQ Extrinsic .82 .64

14 MJDQ .65 .60 .60

29 S.O.O. Overall
Satisfaction .71 .65 .62 .74

31 Brayfield-Rothe
Job Satisfaction .66 .71 .44 .59 .68

55 Self-rating of Job
Satisfaction in the
Army .66 .67 .48 .53 .55 .70

56 Self-rating of Life
Satisfaction in the
Army .52 .51 .45 .43 .54 .52 .56
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Table 3.5

Intercorrelation of Scales Measuriug
Pay Satisfaction

Variable Number

18 42 61 65

48 JDI Pay

42 Sears Financial
Rewards .55

61 S.O.O. Satisfaction
with Pay .42 .57

65 Cureton Pay
Satisfaction -.56 -.54 -.60
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Table 3.6

Intercorrelation of Scales Measuring
Job Satisfaction

Variable Number

46 33 37 38 59 31 55

46 JDI Work

33 Cureton's Job
Satisfaction -.64

38 Sears Kind of Work .44 -.40

39 Sears Amount of
Work .64 -.64 .42

59 S.O.O. Satisfaction
with Job .73 -.67 .43 .63

31 Brayfield-Rothe
Job Satisfaction .65 -.67 .42 .63 .81

55 Self-rating of Job
Satisfaction in
the Army .65 -.63 .32 .52 .69 .70
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Table 3.7

lntarcorrelation of Scales Measuring
Satisfaction with Superkrs

Variable Number

47 37 58

ki JDI Supervision

37 S-mrs Supervision .73

58 S.O.O. Satisfactionl withl
Supervisor .65 .59



62.

3, Table 3.8

Intercorrelation Of Scales Measuring
Satisfaction with Co-workers

Variable Number

57 50 4o0 36

57 S-0-0. Satisfaction
With Co-workers

50 JDI Co-workers 7

110 Sears Co-workers .32 .36

36 Cureton's
Satisfaction witLh1
Uni1t -. 38 -4f 1.44

I

",
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Table 3.9

Intercorrelation of Scales Measuring
Satisfaction with Career Progress

Variable Number

49 44 62 63

49 JDI Promotions

44 Sears Career Future
and Security .37

62 S.O.O. Satisfaction
with Career Progress .43 .43

63 S.O.O. Opportunities
for Getting Ahead .45 .45 .60
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Table 3.10

Intercorrelation of Scal'es, Measuring
Satisfaction with Organization as a Whole,

Variable Number

4 43 35 32 60

113 Sears Company
Identification

35 Cureton's Satisfaction
with Army as a Whole -.69

32 Cureton's Satisfaction
with Military -. 57 .73

60 S.0 0. Satisfaction
with Organization .29 -.43 -.29

I

)
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Table 3.11

Intercorrelat'io of-Scales Measuring
Satisfaction with th-6 Genera] Environment

Variable Number

34 41

34 Cureton's Satisfaction with Community

41 Sears Physical Surroundings -.39
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Table 3.12

Intercorrelation of Biographical litems

Variable Number
68 69 70 L 72 73 74 75 ' D

68 Age

69 Education .02

70 Socioeconomic
Status -.27 .20

7) Father's Education -.09 .35 .45

72 Living Conditions
(on or off post) .12 -.01 -.10 -.20

73 Drafted versus
Enlisted -.03 -.18 -.16 -.15 .14

74 Age at Entry .06 .21 -.04 .04 .20 -.01
75 Length of Service .93 -.09 -.29 -.16 28 .06 -.01

77 Number AWOLs lastmonth .04 .41 .12 -.01 .22 -.01 -.07 .08
80 Number of Article15s last month .10 .41 .22 .06 .&r -.04 .13 .06 .89
83 Number times busted .12 .07 .07 -.02 .03 .13 -. 07 .15 .91 .90

3
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Table 3.13

Factor Analysis

Factor I - Satisfaction with Supervision

Variable Order of Variable Factor
Number Loading Name Loading

5 2 MSQ Total -.31

7 MSQ Extrinsic -.48
8 Sum of Differences [E(IO-9)] -.35

10 2 Sum "Is Now" -.35
14 2 MJDQ -.42

15 S.O.O. Supervisory Support -.85
16 S.O.O. Supervisory Interaction Facilitation -.72

17 S.O.O. Supervisory Goal Emphasis -.68
18 S.O.O. Supervisory Work Facilitation -.78
23 2 S.O.O. Human Resources Primacy -. 39
24 2 S.O.O. Decision Making -.34
25 S.O.O. Communications Flow -. 58
29 4 S.O.O. Overall Satisfaction -.32
36 2 Cureton's Satisfaction with Unit -.41
37 Sears Supervision -.66
47 JDI Supervision -. 73

58 S.O.O. Satisfaction with Supervisor -.80

Factor II - Criteria

30 S.O.O. SuDervisory Needs -. 40

77 Number of AWOLs in Last Month - .92
78 Numl-er of AWOLs in Last Year -.95
79 Number of AWOLs in Career -.91

80 Number of Article 15s in Last Month -.92

81 Number of Article l5s in Last Year -. 95
82 Number of Article l5b in Career -.93
83 Number of Times Busted -.90

zA
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Factor III - Job Satisfaction

Variable Order of Variable Factor
Number Loading Name Load irq

I Military Morale Index -.65
3 Patchen Motivation Scale -. 64
4 Lodahl & Ke-iner Job Involvement Scale -.43
5 MSQ Total -,.66
6 MSQ Intrinsic -. 73
7 3 MSQ Extrinsic .39

1o Sum "Is Now" - .38
14 3 MJDQ -.36
29 2 S.OO. Overall Satisfaction -.53
31 Brayfield-Rothe Job Satisfaction -.74
33 Cureton's Job Satisfaction .79
34 2 Cureton's Satisfaction with Community .40
35 Cureton's Satisfaction with Army as a Whole .66
37 3 Sears Supervision -.35
38 Sears Kind of Work - .68
39 Sears Amount of Work -. 55
40 4 Sears Co-workers -. 31
41 Sears Physical Surroundings -. 58
42 3 Sears Financial Rewards -. 36
43 Sears Company Identification -. 56
44 Sears Career Future and Security - 62
46 JDI Work - .84
47 2 JDI Supervision -. 35
51 Self-rating of Own Morale - .50
53 2 Self-rating of Effort
55 Self-rating of Job Satisfaction in the Army -.66
56 2 Self-rating of Life Satisfaction in the Army -. 39
59 S.O.O. Satisfaction with ,Job -. 26
62 2 S.O.O. Satisfaction with Career Progress -. 50
63 2 S.O.O. Opportunities for Getling Ahead
64 2 S.O.O. Overall Conditions to Encourage Hard Work -. 43
66 Mood Rating 49
75 2 Length of Service -. 31

Factor IV - Satisfaction with Co-workers

11 2 Sum of Effort Expectancies -.34
13 2 Sum of Valence x Expectancies -.39
19 S.O.O. Peer Support -.81
20 S.O.O. Peer Interaction Facilitation -.80
21 S.O.O. Peer Goal Emphasis -. 78
22 S.O.O. Peer Work Facilitation -. 81
28 S.O.O. Group Process -. 84
29 3 S.O.O. Overall Satisfaction -.35
30 3 S.O.O. Supervisory Needs .33
40 Sears Co-workers -. 40

i 57 f.O.O. Satisfaction with Co-workers -.64
62 3 S.O.O. Satisfaction with Career Progress -.35
64 3 S.O.O. Overall Conditions to Encourage Hard Work -.34
66 3 Mood Rdt ing .30
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Factor V - Expectancy from Army

Variable Order of Variable Factor
Number Loading Name Loading

8 Sum of Differences [E(lO-9)] -.67
9 Sum of "Prior Expectancies" .86
30 S.O.O. Supervisory Needs .38

Factor VI - Self-perceived Effort and V alue Orientation

2 Blood's Protestant Ethic Scale .49
3 2 Patchen Motivation Scale .43
4 3 Lodahl & Kejner Job Involvement Scale .36

13 3 Sum of Valence x Expectancies .30
32 2 Cureton's Satisfaction with Military -.52
53 Self-rating of Effort .70
54 Self-rating of Performance .79
56 3 Self-rating of Life Satisfaction in the Army .38
67 Self-rating of Effort Put Forth for Promotion .63

Factor VII - Pay Satisfaction

10 3 Sum "Is Now" -.

11 Sum of Effort Expectancies -.38
34 Cureton's Satisfaction with Community .42
35 2 Cureton's Satisfaction with Army as a Whole .48
42 Sears Financial Rewards .57
48 JDI Pay -.79
61 S.O.O. Satisfaction with Pay .49
65 Cureton Pay Sat'sfaction .69
66 2 Mood Rating .36

)
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Factor VIII - Climate

Variable Order of Variable Factor
Number Loading Name Loading

10 4 Sum "Is Now" -. 33
23 S.O.O. Human Resources Primacy -.64
24 S.O.O. Decision Making -.75
25 2 S.O.O. Communications Flow -. 119
26 S.O.C. Motivation Conditions -.70
27 S.O.O. Lower Level Support -. 53
29 S.O.O. Overall Satisfaction -.58
36 Cureton's Satisfaction with Unit .44
49 JDI Promotions -.52
59 2 S.O.O. Satisfaction with the Job -.53
60 S.O.O. Satisfaction with Organization -.42
61 2 S.O.O. Satisfaction with Pay -.50
62 S.O.O. Satisfaction with Career Progress -.60
63 S.O.O. Opportunities for Getting Ahead .62

Factor IX (Undefined)

72 Living Conditions (on or off post) .71
73 Drafted Versus Enl isted .49
74 Age at Entry .74
76 Number of Months on Present Post .58

Factor X (Undefined)

69 Education -.72
71 Father's Education -.76

Factor XI - Longevity, Satisfaction

38 2 Sears Kind of Work -.37
40 2 Sears Co-workers -. 34
42 Sears Financial Rewards -.37
43 2 Sears Company Identification -.113
68 Age -.85
75 Length of Service - .86
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Factor XII (Undefined)

Variable Order of Variable Factor
Number Loading Name Loading

4 2 Lodahl & Kejner Job Involvement Scale -.37
37 2 Sears Supervision .36
40 2 Sears Co-workers .34
67 2 Self-rating of Effort Put Forth for Promotion -.43
72 2 Living Conditions (on or off post) .37

Factor XIII (Undefined)

45 ARI Discipline Scale .70

56 Self-rating of Life Satisfaction in the Army -.38

Factor XIV (Undefined)

12 Sum of Valences -.73
76 Number of Months on Present Post .38

Factor XV - Morale

I Military Morale Index -.35
7 2 MSQ - Extrinsic -.40

11 3 Sum of Effort Expectancies -.31
49 2 JDI Promotions .51
51 2 Self-rating of Own Morale .38
52 Self-rating of Unit Morale -.62
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solution contained 15 factors; only minimal contributions in variance
accounted for appeared when additional factors were extracted.1

Table 3.13 shows the 15 factors. Several pieces of information about
each variable are shown: the variable number, order of the variable load-
ing, 2 variable name, and the factor loading of the variable. The follow-
ing factors emerged:

I Satisfaction with Supervision
II Criteria

III Job Satisfaction
IV Satisfaction with Co-workers
V Expectancy from Army

VI Self-perceived Effort and Value Orientation
VII Pay Satisfaction
Vill Climate

IX Undefined
X Undefined

XI Longevity, Satisfaction
XII Undefined

XlII Undefined
XIV Undefined
XV Morale

Table 3.14 is a list of the scales deleted based upon examining the inter-
correlations among variables within each intuitive cluster and the factor
solution.

Sununary

To reduce the length of the job satisfaction, motivation, and monale book-
let, data from the pretest were analyzed. These analyses included tnter-
correlating variables within each cluster and factor analyzing question-
naire variabies. SpeciflcaIly, scale scores which on an intuitive basis
should have intercorrelated were grouped a priori into a number of
clusters. If scales in the same cluster intercorrelated highly, the

fin factor analysis the Kaiser Criterion iddicates that factoring proceed
until the eigenvalue of a factor falls below 1.00. The number of factors
extracted is thus determined by the number of eigenvalues that exceed
1.00.

2"Order of loading" indicates the number of other factors on which a
variable has higher loadings. That is, a "4" indicates that a variable
loads more highly on three other factors; a "3" indicates that a variable
loads more highly on two other factors, etc. A blank shows that a vari-
able iodds most highly on that factor.
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Table 3.14

Scales Deleted from Revised Booklet Based
Upon Pretest Data Analysis

1. Military Morale Index

2. Blood's Protestant Ethic Scale

4. Lodahl and Kejner Job Involvement Scale

14. Minnesota Job Description Questionnaire (MJDQ)

23. Survey of Organizations--Human Resources Primary

25. Survey of Organizations--Decision Making

26. Survey of Organizations--Communication Fow

27. Survey of Organizations--Lower Level Support

28. Survey of Organizations--Group Process

55. Self-Rating of Satisfaction in the Army

56. Self-Rating of Life Satisfaction in the Army

65. Cureton (single item) Pay Satisfaction

66. Mood Rating

(:
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number of scales was reduced, since both conceptually and statistically
the scales were measuring the same variable.

A factor analysis was used to supplement the selection of scales and
items. Scales loading highly on a factor were added to the pool of
retained scales.

These statistical procedures assured that the revised booklet included
(1) instruments which measured common notions about individual facets
of job satisfaction, motivation, and morale; and (2) instruments which
represented the total statistical variance.

In addition to instruments being selected in this manner, some instru-
ments were included for theoretical reasons. The result was the con-
struction of the revised booklet to be used in the Eighth Army field test.

Second Draft of Booklet

The last task in this phase of the study was to put together a revised
self-report job satisfaction, motivation, and morale booklet. The
rationale for including most of the instruments in the revised booklet
has already been provided. This section of the report integrates that
information with the rationale for some changes made in format. The ver-
sion of the booklet to be administered in the Eighth Army (Korea) field
test is shown in Appendix P.

Motivation Section--blue

The first section entitled "What Do You Like' is the desirability or
valence section of the /alence x expectancy model. The list of outcomes
was shortened by content analysis from 100 to 50, because soldiers com-
plained that it was too repetitious. The researchers also believed that
the model could be adequately tested if the list were shortened. The "if
You Work Hard, What Will Happen" is the expectancy section for the same
50 items.

The section entitled "Your Ideal Job" is the MIQ section. The tormat has
been changed somewhat with certain items deleted. "Your Present Job" is
the Patchen Motivation Scale. "Your Effort and Performance" are the
self-ratings from the pretest booklet, but also include the two new items,
3 and 4, which measure some different features of performance and effort.

Satisfaction Section--yellow

"Feelings about Your Present Job" is the MSQ section and includes both the
Instrinsic and Extrinsic scales. "More Feelings about Your Present Job"
is the Brayfield-Rothe questionnaire. "Your Expectations about Life in
the Army" is a completely new format for the "Prior to Joining the Army"

'S.
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expectations and "Is Now" scales. With this new format the discrepancy
measure is obtained from one rating of the individual items rather than
two ratings. By asking how things compare with what was expected and
using anchors ranging from "very much worse than what I expected" to
"very much better than what I expected," the same information was ob-
tained and the questionnaire shortened.

"Your Job, Superiors, and Fellow Workers" is comprised of the following
scales from the Survey of Organizations: Supervisory Support; Supervisory
Interaction Facilitation; Supervisory Goal Emphasis; Supervisory Work
Facilitation; Peer Interaction Facilitation; Peer Support; Peer Goal
Emphasis; Peer Work Facilitation; Overall Satisfaction; and the Super-
visory Needs scale-. "What Its Like to be in the Army" includes Cure-
ton's Scales of Job Satisfaction, Satisfaction with the Military, Satis-
faction with the Army as a Whole, Satisfaction with the Community, Sat-
isfaction with the Unit, and a few single items that were of parti.cular
interest as single items. "Your Work, Supervision, Pay, Promotions, and
Fellow Workers" are the five scales from the JDI. "Before Joining the
Army" is represented by the items from the BOQ-72 scale.

General Attitudes and Biographical Section--wh*te

"General Attitudes about the Army and Army Life" is a Guttman type scale
measuring Company Identification, Kind of Work, Amount of Wor4., Super-
vision, Co-workers, Physical Surroundings, Financial Rewards, and Career
Future and Security from the Sears questionnaire. Last is the biographi-
cal section. Several changes made here include better specification of
the educational levels in the Father's Education Level item, better
definition of Father's occupation, and specification of rank.

Finally, one additional section was added--a five-page insert entitled
"Warmup Questions." This section was added because the Army has longi-
tudinal data on these items going back to WW I1. It was thought these
questions would be of interest to the Army.

I,



CHAPTER IV

FIELD TEST OF INSTRUMENTS: EIGHTH ARMY, KOREA

During this phase the morale examples- were retranslated and the-'soales
refined further. The moralu scales developed were used to rate the
morale of section and company sized units in the Eighth Army. Concur-
rently the revised job satisfaction, motivation, and mcrale booklet was
administered to soldiers in 16 companies or batteries.

Retranslation of Incidents

To accomplish this retranslation phase of the Behavior Observation
Scaling procedure, persons not previously involved in the morale example
writing stage independently categorized and rated the example:,. Specif-
ically, 27 officers, NCOs, and lower ranking soldiers sorted each morale
example into a single morale category ac.cording to their opinion of the
content of each example. They also evaluated each morale example
according to the level of morale they felt was represented by the example.
Thus, independent estimates of the category into which each exaii,,le
belonged and the level of morale each example represented were obtained
from persons who had no involvement in generating the examples. i'hose
morale examples showing good agreement across raters both in terms of
categorization and level rating were judged to be desirable examples for
the scales, because a variety of Army personnel I-ould consistently
identify in them a particular aspect of morale (category sorting) and a
particular level (level rating) of morale.

Recall that morale examples had been generated earlier by National Guard
and regular Army troops. Also, these examples had been retranblated--
i.e., sorted by category and rated by morale level--by groups from the

Ndt;u|dta Guard and the regular Army. tmie particular examples being retrans-
lated here are those which sliowed the most promise for being included ill
the scales. Thus, the 153 examples i,)cluded in this retranslation task
were those examples which: (a) possessed relatively high agreement in
earlier retranslation efforts both in terms of category sorting and morale
level ratings, or, (b) were rewritten by PDI staff members to make less
ambiguous the meaninq of morale examples previously retranslated with low
agreement on one or both criteria. Also, an attempt was made to include
examples which, as a whole, covered all rorale categories and levels of
morale from high to low. Therefore, this retranslation phase was a kind
of "final screening" for morale examples. It was hoped that the results
of this retranslation effort would be the consistent sorting and scaling
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of morale examplt5 into categories and levels of morale such that the
morale rating scales to be used in the Eighth Army field test would
contain truly unambiguous anchors representing precisely the different
aspects and levels of morale the scales were designed to tap.

The summary statistics for this retranslation effort Involving 27 Eighth
Army personnel are shown in Tabie l.1. The summary statistics Include
the percentage of raters assigning the individual examples to each
morale category (A-G) and the mean and standard deviation of the morale
level (1-9) rating assigned. After examining the percent agreeients
for eich cf the examples, Table 4.2 was developed. In order for an
example to be selected for Table h.2 from Table 4;.1, 50 percent or more
(13) of the raters had to agree on the category assignment. For example,
example I was selected from Table 4i.l and placed in Table 4.2 because 96
percent of the raters felt it belonged in Category A.

After extracting a;] exaplples which met the 50 percent agreement level,
examples within each category were ordvred accordinq to the mean rated
morale level. By examining the examples wi thin each category, decisions
could be made about which examples to select for scale anchors.

Also shown in Table 4.2 ar- retranslatlon statistics from previous data. I

In some instances data were not available from either source because the
item had been modified signlicantly by PDI staff members to fill holes
in scales or to provide alternate anchors for various scale points.

Examples tentatively selected for the scales based on these retranslation
data were shown to a small group of Army officers. The officers, while
Sgenerally satisfied w~th the scales, wer e concerned about the mixture of
individually-oriented and unit-oriented examples on the same s-cale. They
felt It wouLId be difficult to use examples oriented to individuals' morale
as benchmarks to rate the morale of units. Based upon these comments,
examples referring to individuai Army soldiers wert. deleted from considera-
tion before the scales %.,ere dcveloped wi'enever there was a unit-relevant
item that could be used in its place.

Several criteria were used to select morale examples for the scales to be
used in the Eighth Army field test. The criteria include: (a) percent
agreement for the category sorting task; (b) standard deviations of the
morale level ratings; and (c) ordinal progression of the mean scale values.

IThe active Army data are from other Eighth Army personnel while the
National Guard data are derived from previously gathered National Guard
(Minnesota) retranslation informationi.
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Table 4.1

Percentage of Retranslation Subjects Assigning
Incidents to Each Morale Category and the

Mean and Standard Deviation of the Morale Rating
N = 27

I tern
Number X A B C D E F G S.D.

1 6.7 96 4 1.30
2 3.5 86 7 7 1.42
3 7.5 4 22 11 63 1.48
4 7.0 4 92 4 1.32
5 2.Z 4 15 15 44 11 4 1.55
6 8.2 4 22 67 .98

7 1.3 100 1.61
8 8.0 !00 1 .65
9 5.0 4 52 15 4 26 1.41

10 6.8 11 60 4 7 15 1.21
11 2.5 26 7 63 4 1.26
12 7.0 89 4 4 4 1.36

13 5.5 81 4 15 1.42
14 5.8 4 67 4 4 7 4 11 .99
15 8.0 85 15 1.02
16 2.7 92 4 4 1.49
17 6.3 78 7 15 1.37
18 5.4 85 4 7 4 1 .12
19 2.7 7 73 11 4 .92
20 2.7 81 15 4 1.34
21 5.5 15 78 4 1 .58
22 3.9 15 81 4 .96
23 6.2 11 7 74 1 .53
24 7.4 100 1.61
25 6.7 4 4 81 11 1.37
26 2.5 11 15 44 30 1.26

27 3,7 4 7 4 4 78 1.39
28 2.2 11 4 4 7 60 15 1.04

29 7.8 100 .63
30 7.4 81 18 1.67
31 3.3 15 22 4 48 7 1.62
32 1.7 4 4 87 4 1.17
33 7.8 Il 81 7 1.25
34 7.5 78 15 1.94
35 2.9 81 15 4 1.78
36 7.4 11 4 31 4 1.62
37 7.2 67 7 4 7 15 .55

38 5.9 70 4 15 4 7 1.68

39 7.4 33 63 4 1.60
40 2.4 33 41 H 15 1.9
41 5.5 7 85 4 1.6
42 6.9 7 89 .60

43 4.3 4 60 26 4 1 .23
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I tem
Number x A B C D E F G S.D.

44 4.3 4 89 7 1.31
45 3.2 70 4 4 7 11 1.39
46 7.9 15 63 7 15 1.33
47 6.8 4 92 4 1.78
48 6.4 7 93 1.82
49 7.5 26 26 48 1.26
50 2.4 15 85 1.13
51 7.? i 4 85 1.73
52 2.6 4 89 7 1.28
53 1.8 4 4 15 7h 4 1.27
54 1.3 4 7 7 81 .92
55 1.8 7 52 7 15 18 1.45
56 7.3 89 7 4 1.19
57 7.3 89 4 7 1.45

58 8.0 4 89 7 1.09
59 3.3 4 92 4 1.32
60 6.3 89 4 4 1.10
61 4. 1 7 74 7 4 7 1.30
62 3.5 7 60 11 11 7 1.33
63 7.0 11 85 4 1.26
64 7.3 78 4 7 II 1.21

65 7.4 11 4 4 74 7 1.73
66 7.1 7 4 81 4 1.60
67 3.6 85 4 4 4 1.50
68 3.7 4 7 37 44 1.60
69 2.8 18 30 18 26 4 1.54
70 1.8 26 7 56 11 1.70
71 7.7 15 48 26 11 1.59
72 1.4 52 44 4 .83
73 7.8 100 1.06
74 8.0 7 7 4 83 1.11
75 2.7 89 7 4 1.13
76 7.9 100 1.14
77 1.9 74 7 4 11 4 1.32
78 8.1 96 4 1.25

79 1.7 85 4 4 7 1.31
80 6.9 60 10 15 4 1.28
81 7.8 7 4 74 7 7 1.21

82 3.3 60 18 22 1.32

83 2.1 II 22 60 4 .85
84 1.9 4 92 4 1.10

85 7.8 11 4 85 .99

86 8.2 4 7 89 1.62

87 2.4 15 85 !.57

88 7.6 89 4 7 1.68

89 5.9 4 60 7 11 11 1.20
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Item
Number 7 A B C D E F

90 6.8 oo91 6.7 7 81 7 4 1.6192 1. I7 92 .8093 4.0 81 If 7 .4094 2.3 15 74 11 1.2795 3.3 11 7 4 67 I! 1.4296 7.3 11 52 37 .2697 7.0 4 15 81 .33
98 2.6 7 4 81 1.68
99 6 85 4 4 7 1.91100 7.5 4 7 37 11 7 4 26 2.05101 7.6 89 4 4 4 1.26102 3.6 41 22 4 4 30 1.44103 3.3 89 4 4 4 1.65

104 2.5 78 874 1.47
15 764 4 89 4 1.55

106 7.0 81 4 4 4 4 4 2.01107 3.2 loo 4 2.01
108 2.9 85771.06

109 7.5 4 60 4 15 18 I.o4110 2.1 4 4 41 78 19
111 2.2 78 11 .9411210 7.io .01
12 7.2 56 30 4 4 1.29113 7.9 89 1I 4 1.69114 4.5 4 41 30 15 II 1.57115 3.4 4 4 85 4 4 2.03116 7.0 92 4 4 1 .42117 5.4 7 70 11 4 7 1.52118 2.6 60 30 4 7 1.56

119 7.7 7 4 74 7 / 1.17120 2.7 4 7 74 11 4 1 .28121 4.7 7 78 15 .79122 6.7 5 89 7 1.14123 6.6 92 4 If 1.52124 6.7 4 7 89 1.76125 3.2 7 81 7 4 1.37126 2.8 7 89 5 1 .15127 6.9 56 15 18 7 4 1.20128 4.9 4 89 4 1.40129 7.0 4 85 4 4 .52130 3.6 7 78 7 4 1.59
131 6.6 If 7 7 4 1.32
132 5.0 4 74 4 7 7 1.78133 7.0 7 92 1.36134 6.2 96 4 1.62135 4.2 92 7 1.23
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I tem
Number A C E F S.D.

136 7.1 
4 82 11 1.62137 6.8 15 4 74 4 1.27138 7.4 4 7 48 37 1.09139 2.6 

89 11 1.16
140 7.45 

74 26 1.16141 5.7 4 4 81 4 1.96142 2.7 15 7 70 k 4 1.10143 6.9 II 11 67 7 4 1.42144 3.0 4 4 89 4 1.08145 3.2 I! 4 4 74 4 1.05146 6.7 4 8o 4 4 1.60147 2.7 
96 1.30148 3.8 26 7 60 7 1.35149 7.5 4 7 89 1.06150 5.5 4 22 67 4 1.91151 4.7 30 4 63 4 1.67152 5.7 4 96 1.41153 3.6 4 92 1.36
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Retranslation Data for Morale Scales

A. COMMUNITY RELATIONS

Retranslation Previous Data

Active Army National Guara

Item Percent Percent Percent
Number Y Agreement x Ag reemen t S.D. x Agreement S.D.

8 8.0 100 8.00 96 1.17 7 50 89 1.65
76 7.9 10
73 7.8 100 6.64 96 1.4o 7.48 93 1.27
88 7.6 89 7.19 88 7.24 93 1.03
34 7.5 78 8.25 70 .90 7.90 74 1.92

57 7.3 89 6.19 88 1.22 6.77 96 1.45
56 7.3 89 7.19 88 .96 7.32 93 1.16
12 7.0 89 7.05 96 1.05 6.84 92 1.41
90 6.8 10n 6.85 100 .97
99 6.8 85 6.74 100 1.90
1 6.7 96 6.85 9i 1.06 7.25 89 1.27

67 3.6 85 2.38 67 1.56 2.75 59 .90
2 3.5 86 3.56 93 .94

107 3.2 100 3 15 100 1.51
35 2.9 81 2.53 68 1.59 2.75 59 .90

104 2.5 78 1.88 67 .93 2.68 82. 1.69
I .74 1.85 74 .85
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B. TEAMWORK AND COOPERATION

Retranslation Previous Data

Active Army National Guard

Item Percent Percent PercentNumber x Agreement x Agreement S.D. x Agreement S.D.

78 8.1 96 7.00 82 .94 7.00 85 1.7215 8.0 85 7.95 88 1.05 7.78 87 .9335T, 8 8.11 82 .94 8.20 89 .96113 7.7 89 8.06 82 .85 7.64 93 .98101 7.6 89 7.44 93 .8064 7.3 78 7.00 82
37 7.2 67 7.19 60 1,59112 7.2 56 5.82 58 1.19 6.38 84 1,50106 7.0 81 6.48 88 1.09 7.00 85 1.72127 6.9 56 6.82 63 1.34

123 6.6 92 7.25 89
131 6.6 74 6.31 55 .99 7.19 78 1.1817 6.3 78 7.25 67 .90 7.42 70 1.3960 6.3 89 6.82 70 1.54 6.29 70 .70
38 5.9 70
89 5.9 60 6.00 65 1.30 5.85 77 1.11
14 5.8 67 6.06 78
13 5.5 81 6.62 79 1.49 5.50 67 1.60
9 5.0 52

82 3.3 60
103 3.3 89 3.76 81 1.54108 2.9 85 2.87 63 1.78 2.83 85 1.4916 2.7 92 2.08 89 .7079 ;.7 895 1.57 67 .62 2.16 89 .70
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C. REACTiON TO ADVERSITY

Retrans lat ion Previous Data

Active Army National Guard

Item Percent Percent Percent
Number x Agreement x Agreement S.D. x Agreement S.D.

108 7.5 60
42 6.9 89 6.5 89 1.80
80 6.9 60 7.30 74 1.22
io 6.8 60
91 6.7 81 6.0 72 1.06 6.00 74 1.10
21 5.5 78 4.0 71 1.26 4.91 82 1.73
.8 5.4 85 6.62 57 1.27 5.90 70 1.48

117 5.4 70 5.0 71 1.50 4.64 82 1.75
128 4.9 89 4.47 63 1.46
13? 5.0 74 4.23 65 1.55
43 4.3 60 3.89 82 1.37 4.12 65 .83
61 4.1 74 2.96 58 .99 3.00 78 1.02
93 4.0 U 3.0 75 1.33 3.38 78 1.25
62 3.! 60 2.70 74 1.27

125 3.2 81 1.89 78 1.05 2.25 -- 1.16
44 3.2 70 2.17 85 1.20
19 2.7 78 ;.1] 70 1.12
20 2.7 81 1.83 60 .69
75 2.7 89 2.84 70 .98

118 2.6 60 2.!3 65 .80 2.42 70 .88
72 1.4 52
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D. SUPERIOR-SUBORDINATE RELATIONS

Retranslation Previous Data

Active Army NaLional Guard

Item PerLent Percent Percent

Number x AgreemenL x Agreement S.D. x Agreement S.D.

46 7.9 63 8.29 67 .80 7.71 63 1.884
30 7.4 81
b3 7.0 85 7.17 85 1.13

129 7.0 85 7.18 90 .98 -26 85 1.11
4 7.0 92 ',.96 93 1.08

116 7.0 92 7.214 96 .75 7.39 96 1.21

137 6.8 74 6.43 61 1.23 7.11 67 .99
47 6.8 92 7.04 89 .89

146 6.7 89 6.54 92 1.16 7.00 85 .98
48 6.4 93 6.43 85 1.47
134 6.2 96 7.38 89 1.11
152 5.7 96 6.67 89 1.14
141 5.7 89 3.44 70 2.09
41 5.5 85

"44 4.3 - 9

135 4.2 92 4 14 91 .94 3.23 96 1.01
22 T. 81 4-33 75 1.05 3.60 74 1.20

153 3.6 92 4.25 89 1.98

130 3.6 78 3.83 82 1.26 3.71 89 .06

115 3.4 85 3.09 78 1.19
59 3.3 92

144 3.0 89 4.57 -- 1.05 4.80 83 --

50 2.4 85 1.35 85 -- 2.91 85 1.35

94 2.3 74 2.29 78 1.28
55 1.8 52

Cl,o
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E. PERFORMANCE AND EFFORT

Retrans lation Previous Data

Active Army National Guard

Item Percent Percent Percent
Number x Agreement x Ag reement S.D. x Agreement S.D.

81 7.8 74 6.98 67 1.16 7.83 67 1.01
119 7.7 74 7.70 83 1.15 8.14 78 1.12
3 7.5 63

39 7.4 63
36 7.4 81
51 7.3 85 7.13 67 I'Il 7.30 60 1.2b
66 7.1 8 6,35 71 1.23 7.04 89 1.34
143 6.9 67 7.13 71 .88 6.64 82 1.53
23 6.2 74 6.33 71 1.24 6.00 -- 1.08

151 4.7 63 4.86 78 .77
121 4.7 78 4.54 89 .76
148 3.8 60 3.68 70 .86
95 3.3 67 3.21 64 1.26 3.35 80 !JI1

145 3.2 74 3.41 77 .97 2.95 74 .8!
120 2.7 74 2.17 89 .85
142 2.7 70 2.14 64 .99 2.00 89 .76
52 2.6 89 2.23 59 1.12 2.62 89 .99
II 2.5 63
83 2.1 60 2.71 71 .75 2.90 78 1.38
70 18 56 1.63 70 .93 1.45 74 .59

*!

'1k

=_
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F. BEARING APPEARANCE AND MILITARY DISCIPLINE

Retranslation Previous Data

Active Army National Guard

item Percent Percent Percent
Number x Agreement x Agreement S.D. x Aqreement S.D.(

33 7.8 81
105 7.6 89
140 7.5 74
65 7.4 74 6.00 59 1.58
138 7.4 48
96 7.3 52
136 7.1 85
133 7.0 92
25 6.7 81 6.85 74 1.55

122 6.7 89
150 5.5 67 4.78 67 .94 4.0°5 70 1.53

5, 68 3. 7- - 44

31 3.3 48 3.18 63 1.10
126 2.8 89 2.88 89 1.20
147 2.7 96 2.26 79 .91 2.64 93 1.20
139 2.6 3.58 89 .95
28 2.2 60

110 2.1 78 2.09 82 1.00
• 8 1.9 92 1.50 91 .67 2.13 85 1.03
53 1.8 74 1.79 70 1.06
32 1.7 87 2.06 63 1.31

:i
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G. PRIDE IN UNIT, ARMY, AN) COUNTRY

Ret Iall., I'lI iou Previous Data

Act i v, Army National Guard

I t el Percen t Percent Percent
Ntimber x Aq reenon t x Aq renen t S. D. x Aq reemen t S.D.

, 8.2 67 8.00 56 .82
86 8.2 89 7.82 77 .98 8.11 70 .72
I7 8.0 83 7.38 73 1.27 7. 10 78 1.19

85 7.8 815

21 7.8 100 8.35 83 1.15 7.96 85 1 .014

I 19 7.5 89 7.08 96 1 .66
214 7.11 IO 7.16 93 1.05
97 7.0 81 7.35 81 1.19 7.53 70 1.19

1214 6.7 89 6.81 82 1 .15
:27 3.7 78 2.50 67 1.12 3.13 88 .99
98 2.6 81 2.112 83 3.73 3.16 97 1.143

i 2.1 - 715 1.39 67 .119

III 2.2 100 1.63 100 1.o2 1.76 96 .71

92 I. i 92 1.50 96 .64
7 1.3 too 1.62 96 .68



a. Percent agreement. Examples successfully retranslated Into a
single morale category were preferred to examples which (.ould
not be consistently catego.Ized. Scales containing examples
with hiqi percent agreement on the categorizinq task possess
relatively unambiguous naaning Wid are defined distinctly from
other scales.

b. Standard deviation. Morale examples with relatively low standard
deviations for the level ratings were selected for the scales.
A low standard deviation for an example indicates that retransla-
tion raters agree closely about the level of morale represented
by the example. Low standard deviation examples should provide
comparatively unambiguous anchors for scale levels to which they
are assigned.

c. Ordinal___. qression. For each morale scale, nine examnles were
selected to represent a5 much of the entire range of scale values
(1-9) as possible. Further, examples were selected such that
their mw an scale values fell as closely as possible to the ordinal
scale positions (1, 2, 3 . . . 9).

Examples underlined in Table 4.2 are those selected foor use in (lhe morale
scales for the Eighth Army field test. Referrinq to Tabl, 4.2, it is
evident that certain scales still had "holes"--i.e., points on the scale
for which there were no acceptable examples wi th mean scale values reason-
ably near. Points in the middle of scale, were the most difficult to fill.
A good example of this problem is the CoMmuniLy Relations scale. Notice
that no acceptable morale example exists with a mean scale value of between3.6 and 6.7. In this and in other cases wherc 'lholes'i were present in the

scales, researchers elther wrote new examples or modifled other examples
to fit into the gap.

For example, with respect to Category A, Community Relations, the following
item was written to represent the middle or 5-point on the scale.

The men in this unit did not go out of their way to become involved
in community activities but did participate in a few structured
programs such as the Red Cross and U. S. Government Bond programs.

Scale B, Teamwork and Cooperation, was well represented by items across the
entire cont Inaum. Again, the undeml ined items are those that were selected
for scale inclusion. Scales C, D, bind E wer,, similarly represented by items
across the entire scale. In Scale F, Bearing, .Appearance; and Military
Discipline, example number 68 was slightly modified to fit into the 4-point
on that scale. Finally, Scale G, Pride in Unit, Army, and Country, suffered
,. gap in the middle similar to Scale A The following item was written to
fill the middle position on the scale:
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When asked about their unit, these soldiers mntioned which
one it was, but they didn't say much about it one way or the
Other.

Table 11.3 contai's the morale rating scales used in the Eighth Army field
test. In tile ilxL section, this field test is described and results

reported.

Summary

Morale examples gathered In Korea were assigned to categories and rated
according to the level of morale by 27 officers and enlisted men who had
not been previously Involved in morale example writing. This Information
was used to develop morale rating scales for use ;n the Eighth Army. The
resultant scales represent seven different facets of morale with examples
anchoring appropriate levels on the scales.

Field Test

Samlp Ie

The questionnaire booklet described in deLail in Chapter III was admin-
istered to 466 Army enlisted personnel E--4 arid below plus Special ist E-5s.
These persons were sampled from a total of 16 companies (batteries) and
104 platocn (section) sized units. Table 1.1 below displays the number
of persons in the sample from each company and platoon sized units.
"Platoon sized units" were specified by asking the company commander
to identify company subunits which possessed integrity as units or "made
sense" in terms of soldiers' day-to-day interaction. The important point
was to identify subgroups of companies justifiably called "units." Thus,
the platoon (section) column of Table 4.1 variously refers to platoons,
sections, or sometimes squads--whatever subunit definition was appropriate
for the company.

These soldiers formed essentially an availability sample. That is, for
each unit the sample consisted of soldiers who were available for the
questionnaire administration on the day the PDI team was present in that
unit. PDI had expected to administer the job satisfaction booklet to the
entire company, but due to mission requirements and the limited time avail-
able in each unit, they were unable to (1o bo.

The data collected allows for evaluation of 110 set, of company morale ratings
and 131 sets of morale ratings at the platoon levels. Offcers (company COs,
company XOs, and platoon leaders) and NCOs (comlrny first sergeants and
platoon sergeants) provided ratings of companies and platoons with which
they were familiar. At the individual level, self-report questionnaire data
were gathered describing the satisfacLion, motivation, and morale of individ-
tal, soldiers in 16 companies and 104i platoons.

7,



Table 11.3

Morale Rating Scales (Korea)

A. COIMIUNITY RELATIONS

Becoming involved as individuals or units in community activities;
establishing friendships with local civilians; treating local civilians
with dignity and respect; versus showing a lack of interest in community
problems; looking down on persons in the community and treating them
disrespectfully or abusively; not participating 'n civilian activities.

Which, of these statements would you expect to be typical of this
individual/unit?

Plat infg

9 While in Viet Nan this unit supported an orphanage by providing
them with food and by building a swing set and merry-go-round.
The men in the unit felt good about this effort ant looked
forward to visiting the orphanage every week.

8 During a severe hurricane, niciibwrs of this platoon volunteered
to help evacuate people from a city hard hit by the storm; t'he
actions of this unit resulted in a letter of appreciation from
the mayor of the stricken city. Thc men participating in the
rescue operations felt ,very proud that they bad been able to
help and hm.ng the mayor'b letter in platoon headquarters.

7 The unit volunteered to help the community by picking up
Christmas trees on a des ignat-d cweekend us ing government
equipment.

6 After receiving requests from local villagers to drive slower
through their village in the rain, season to avoid splashing
water into their houses, vehicle drivers responded by driving
s I ow r.

5 The nen in their unit did not go out of their way to become involved
in community activities but did participate in a few structured
programs such as the Red Cross and U.S. G)vernment Bond programs.

4 The EM took a Korean taxi with the understanding that the trip
would cost a certain amount. When he reached his destination,
the driver refused to give him change for a large bill. The EM
chen forced the taxi driver to give him his change. lie was later
charged with assault.

14

3 The members of this unit complained because Koreans are allowed
to ride post-run busses.

2 This soldier got drunk in the local village and broke a window
in a Korean taxi cab.

I Five men in this unit raped a local national, but the other men
in this unit saw nothing wrong with this action and felt nothing
should be done about it.
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B. TEAMWORK AND COOPERATION

Helping other people in the unit with their personal or job related
problems; working and playing well together as a unit; sacrificiig for
other unit members or the unit as a whole; staying together as a unit
even through difficult times; versus showing indifference toward the
personal or job related problems of other unit members; failing to
work smoothly together on the unit task; displaying selfish interest
in one's own welfare and a lack of concern for the dell-being of other
individuals or the unit; avoiding other unit members during off-duty
hours and recreational activities.

Which of these statements would you expect to be typical of this

individual/unit?

Rating

9 The men in this unit volunteered to dig a water line by hand.
All the men participated to spread the work and prevent heat
exhaustion, while the mezs hall provided refreshments. The men
in the unit felt good that they could work together to get this
job done.

8 Many men in this unit pitched together to buy new furniture for
their day room.

7 The commander decided that the battery would play volleyball for
physical training. All of the men got involved in the games and
unit ccmpetition was set up.

6 The majority of individuals in this company-sized unit frequented
the same bar in a towp nexc to the post. Soldiers having problems
(drinking, fights, etc.) were cared for by other members of the
unit.

5 Many of the men in this unit played volleyball and basketball in
the post's sports center during off-duty hours.

4 During summer camp the company softball team went back to the
headquarters area to play in the Division play-off. Tne rest of
the unit was ticked off and bad-mouthed the softball team and
system because with the 15 men gone from the field, the work load
was heavier on everyone else in the unit.

3 Vhen an EM fell out during a range-run in basic training, the
rest of his unit left him behind.

2 The EM from different ethnic groups in this unit grouped off
Logether and nev3r did anything as a unit.

I When one soldier suffered from an overdose of drugs, the three
others with him ran off to get rid of the stuff, leaving him alone.
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C. REACTIONS TO ADVERSITY

Tolerating adversity or perceived injustice without complaint; accepting
hardships readily; expressing satisfaction with one's own or with the
unit's situation; sticking it out in the face of adversity; versus
complaining; griping; bitching; giving up; succumbing to adversity;
withdrawing from hardship situations- expressing dissatisfaction,
resentment, or bitterness about one's own or about the unit's situation.

Which of these statements would you expect to be typical of this
individual/unit?

Rating

9 When time in service was extended for promotions for the lower
enlisted ranks, this individual ignored the change and performed
his job without complaint.

8 When hot water wab not available in the barracks for a week,
these men posted an article from a magazine which told the
advantages of taking cold showers.

7 This on-duty crew finally got cold chow at 2100 hours. The
crew complained, but still continued to perform their duties.

6 After 20 years of ADA site duty, this warrant officer was
reassigned to another battery in CONUS despite a compassionate
request for assignment to Ft. Bliss. Hic complained to the platoon
leader and other officers in the battery until DEROS, but his job
performance continued to be outstanding.

5 When DA cut the tour in Korea from 13 to 12 months, the leave
policy was also to be changed from 30 to 18 days. The men in
this unit wrote the;r congressmen to try to stop the change in
leave policy.

- It The unit planned a ski trip that was called off on the day of the
trip. The regular meeting was held but the men worked poorly that
day and had hard feelings toward the system.

3 This person became quiet anJ subdued after receiving a "Dear John"
letter from his wife. lie withdrew from social contacts, drank a
lot, a took unnecessary chances in combat.

2 When preparing for an inspection, the men in this unit had to
improvise due to a shortage of parts. This resulted in complaints,
a work slowdown, and finally a flat out refusal to work until the
prope. parts could be located.

I At a small, closed-in military site ti.at had no recreational

facilities, the Efs tore up some jeeps, burned barrack facilities.
and destroyed other military property.

!-
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D. SUPERIOR-SUBORDINATE RELATIONS

Trust and respect between subordinates and superiors in the unit;
subordinates and superiors willing to spend informal time together
(drinking bcer, etc.); talking over personal concerns together; superiors
pitching in and helping with th. %,3rk when called for; working together
without regard to rank; versus superiors harassing and nit-picking
sueordinates; superiors not helping solve subordinotes' problems; superiors
and subordinates not associating with or talking with each other.

Which of these statements would you expect to be typical of this
individual/unit?

Rat i nq

_ 9 Because of the respect and almost personal relationship that the
men had with the company commander, each man put forth a little
more effort than he normally would have for an inspection. When
the company passed with flying colors, the commander threw a bash
to show his appreciation to the men.

8 The men in this unit interact freely and closely in the barracks
with their NCO, but still respect the chain of command.

7 When a group of servicemen, mostly NCOs, were sitting at the bar
and a company grade officer dpproached, they invited him for a
drink. Since it was after hours, the officer accepted and the
men aiscussed some of the problems that faced the company.

6 When the unit commander told an EM that he was supposed to be
working on a different detail, an NCO told the officer that he
had ordered the EM to continue working in his area. The EM
Lhanked the NCO for sticking up for him.

5 At the Forward Observer Area during summer camp, two enlisted
men got to play cribbage and drink with two captains.

4 The battalion commander let it be known he felt the men wouldn't
rap with him and tended to avoid him. However, the men felt that
lhe didn't go out of his way to talk to them and expected the men
to seek him out.I; _ 3 These NCOs rented places in a nearby town so they would not have
to stay in the barracks with tile EM.

__2 Although this EM had a personal problem and could have used some
help, he would not confide in his superiors.

I The men had a general feeling thac the commanding officer was
harrassing them. The men sabotaged their own equipment and the
mission fai led.

I.
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E. PERFORMANCE AND EFFORT

Spending extra time and effort to get the job done; volunteering or
taking the initiative to'do the job well; performing well; versus expending
little or no effort toward getting the job done; avoiding or passively
resisting doirg work; performing poorly.

Which of these statements would you expect to be typical of this
individual/unit?

Rating

9 When maintenance mechanics found an error in their assembly
procedures on an aircraft, they told their platoon leaders of their
mistake and requested that the hangar be opened Saturday and Sunday
if necessary to meet their previously promised Monday delivery.

8 While clearing the brush from an approach to an airport, these
dozer operators never shut the dozer off, running in shifts right
through lunch.

7 This section was asked to prepare a set of firing charts by a
specific time. The charts were finished ahead of time.

6 Although this section was constantly called upon for typing tasks,
the 'york was done with few mistakes and on a timely basis.

5 The men in this unit did not push for top performance, although
they did their jobs and kept busy.

4 Many troops in this unit would leave the post as quickly as

possible after duty hours to avoid doing any extra work.

3 The service section of a support unit had a large backlog of
equipment needing repair. All EN assigned to this section
appeared to be busy, but their output was very low compared to
other service sections.

2 The men in this section signed out weapons to be cleaned, but sat
around and bullshitted until it was time to turn the weapons back
in.

I During a period these EM slowed their work down and made mistakes
that cost time and new parts. They were working seven-day weeks,
but at the end of the period they were accomplishing only the
same amount of work in the seven days that they had been
accomplishing ip five before.
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F. BEARING, APPEARANCE AND MILIIARY DISCIPLINE

Crisp military appearance; responding quickly to orders; doing the "right"
thing in the absence of explicit orders; low frequency of AWOLs; showing
an eagerness to correct nonstandard conditions; being alert; versus
sloppy appearance; high frequency of AWOLs; destruction of property;
fighting; refusing to obey orders; responding slowly to military orders.

Which of these statements would you expect to be typical of chis
individual/unit?

Rating-

9 Even though the day was to be spent on the rifle range lying in
the dirt, this inJividual got up at 5:00 a.m. to polish his
boots, check over his uniform, and make sure he was clean shaven.

8 This unit's clothing was fitted and secured (i.e.. shoes tied
tightly, belts tucked in, buttons buttoned). When marching, their
heads were held up and their steps were high and quick.

7 When this unit holds formations to disseminate information, all
the men fall out on time, in correct uniform.

6 The overall appearance of this entire unit (including "duds")
!mproved greatly during the period of oreparation for an inspection.
Personnel who normally required frequent correcLive action took
those actions without being told. This unit had a low AWOL rate
and the EM always maintained a sharp military appearance.

5 When an officer saw a man with his field jacket unbuttoned, he
told him to button it properly or not to wear it.

14 This EM continually showed up for work late, though the way he did
his work was satisfactory.

3 Members of the unit walked with nands in pockets, hats on the
backs of their heads, and a clouchy posture.

2 These troops got drunk and threw beer cans at the BOQ, kicked down
some of the partitions in the barracks, and broke bottles in the
barracks.

I This unit had two AWOLs per month per 200 members, filthy areas in
new billets, troops staggered to and from work at their own
leisure, and there was a high incidenc of drug use.
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G. PRIDE IN UNIT, ARMY, AND COUNTRY

Expressing pride and enthusiasm for one's country and the Army; showing
pride in one's unit by taking actions to make the unit distinctive and
clearly identifiable; bragging about the accomplishments of the unit;
challenging and competing with other units; versus downgrading or
expressing indifference for one's country and the Army; showing a lack of
concern for one's unit and its accomplishments; resisting wearing theu;,iform or identifying unit insignia.

Which of these statements would you expect to be typical of this
individual/unit?

Rating

9 The unit passed all major inspections with highest scores in the
unit headquarters; is AWOL, VD, and accident rates were the
lowest: and it had the highest operational time. Members of the
unit told other units that they would have to "go some" to match
their accomplishmerts.

8 During an inspection by the commanding general of the 7th Army,
the general asked an MP at the gate what he thought of his unit.
The man told the general his unit was "the best MP unit in the
whole damn Army." The general saiu that was good enough for him
and did not inspect the unit.

7 Many members of the unit wanted the unit to be recognized, so they
purchased patches which they wore on their hats behind their rank.

6 This soldier said he was happy to do his part by serving in tile
Army.

5 When asked about their unit, these soldiers mentioned which one it
was, but they didn't say much about it one way or the other.

4 Unit members -re able to go tU bdsebali games for 50 cents if they
wear their uniforms. Not many unit members go.

3 During A.I.T. the top student in the class refused the "st-ident of
the week" armband from the first sergeant based on his personal
feeling about the Army.

2 At the end of the day, when the flag was taken down, it was carried
dragging on the ground. An officer and an NCO standing nearby
sad nothing to the person carrying the flag.

I These EN let everyone outside their unit know that they thought
their unit was the worst in the Army.
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Table 4.4

The Sample

Company Platoon Company Platoon
(Battery) N (Section) N (Battery) N (Section) N

35 0102=, 5 42 /0201 5

0103 7 / 0202 14
0104 4 0203 3
0105 1 02 0204 3

01 0107 I 0205 5
OlO 1 0206 7

\0110 I 0207
\ 0111 1 '0208 2

0112 7*

0301 1 25 /u4G] 4
03 0303 3 0402 9

\0304 4 04 .. 0403 3
10305 0404 I

0405 5

20 -0501 3 77 0601 3
05 0502 2 0603 15

0503 1 06 0604 9
0504 1 \0605 14

0606 15

17 /0701 2 70801 1
/" 002 21 8 0803

07 0703 4 \\0804 2
0704 1 \0805 10o707 7

42 0901 1 19 _< 1001 6
0902 1 10 1002 2
0904 2 1003 7
0905 2

09 C907 4
0908 7
0909 8
0910 4
0911 8
0914 1

*These codes for platoons correspond to the unit identification codes used
on computer printout of Seventh Army data analyses.
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Company Platoon Company Platoon
(Battery) N** (Section) N* (Battery) 14 (Section) U

24 110o 2 40 /1201 2
1102 1 1203 1
1103 1 12C5 2
1104 2 12 1206 12
1105 1 1207 2

11 1106 I 1208 9
1107 3 1209 5
1108 4 1210 2
1109 1
1110 2

1112 4

10 1305 2 43 1401 5
1306 1 1402 4

13 1307 1 14 1403 5
1309 1 1405 2
1310 1 1406 8

17 1501 I 22 /1601 2
1506 1 1603 3
1507 I 1604 5
1508 1 16 -- % 1605 2

15 1509 2 1606 3

1510 1 1607 2
1511 1 608 3
1512 4 1609 1

1513 1

**The number of persons sampled from platoons (bections),is smaller than

the number sampled from companies (batteries) because some soldiers could
not be reasonably assigned to a specific platoon (section) although they
were identifiable in terms of company assignment.
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Miorale Ratings

The two purposes for ficld testing the morale rating scales at this point
were: (a) to ass, s their interrater reliability and resistance to various
rater errors; and (b) to investigate preliminarily their construct validity.
To accomolkih these goals, officer and NCO raters evaluated !he morale of
units--companies and platoons--with which they were familiar. 0r-, step in
evaluating the format was to ilivestiqate the extent cf leniency, halo, and
restriction or range rater errors and to examine the ;nterrater reliability
of the rating scales. Later in this chapter, we discuss data bearing upon
the construct validity of the scales.

I. Leniency -rror. In the context of evaluating the morale of units,
the leniency error is a response nias which occurs when a rater
assigns consistently high ratings to units even though there are,
in fact, some units wt'ich have average ur low" morale. Since it is
impossible to know toe true level of each unit's morale, it is
difficult to be certain that trie leniency error is or i' not being
committed. However, an indirect indication of the degree to which
leniency is present ;n ratings can be derived from examining the
mean ratings. If the means are very near the top of the scale

(e.g., 8.0 on a scede where I = very low, 9 - very high), it can
be inferred that leniency error is present in the ratings. On the
other hand, if tne mean ratings are in the average range, there is
some assiurance that the ratings are at a realistic l2vel ana tnat
the leniency error has been avoided.

Tables 4.5 dnd 4.6 contain mean ratings provided by all ratr:rs
evaluating the morale of companies ard platoons in the Korean
sample. Notice that the highest dimension mean for the company
ratings is 6.39 and for the platoon ratings, 6.70, both consider-

ably below the top point on the scale (9.0). The median rating
using data from both levels is 6.31. These data. suggcst thdt Lhe
leniency ettect was not operating to any great degree within the
morale ratings.

2. Halo error. The halo response tendency occurs when a rater makes
an overall judgment ,bout a unit's morale and then records ratings
at approximately the same level on all categories of morale re-
gardless of the true level of morale exhibited by the unit on .he
various facets of The construct. Assuming that many units show

Lomparatively high morale in some facets and lower morale in
others, it is important that a rating system be used in such a
way as to ref-lect these units' high and low standing on different
aspects of morale. The halo error operates against obtaining an
accurate portrayal of the variability of morale level on different

categories.
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Table 4.5

Means, Standard Deviatlorns, and Intercorrelations
of Platoon Morale Ratings (N 122*)

Standard Int ercorrelations**
Mean Deviation Dimcnsion 1 2 3 4' 5 6 7

6.25 .98 1. Community Relations --

6.44 .3 2. Teaiiork and Cooperation .47 --

6.49 1.09 3. Reactions to Adversity . 117 .40 --

6.62 1.29 4. Superior-Subordinate .38 .36 .61 --
Relations

6.70 1.07 5. Performance and Effort .30 .37 .56 .64 --

6.10 1.09 6. Discipline and Military .34 .38 .144 .60 .62 --

Appearance

6.65 1.19 7. Pride in Unit, Army, and
Country .29 .22 .19 .23 .41 .38 --

* Raters evaluated some platoons which contributed no individuals to the
questionnaire sample

** Intercorrelations of mean unit morale ratings for each platoon

I:
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Table I6

Means, Standard DeviaLions, and Intercorr cla'tions
of Company Morale RatLings (N ' 14)

Standard Intercorrelat ions.

Mean Deviation Dimension I 2 3 14 6

6.26 1.01 1. Conmmuni ty Relations --

6.22 I.I1 2. Teannivork and Cooperation .50 --

f. 31 1.147 3. Reactions to Adversity .31 .90 --

3'.39 1 .511 I4. SuperIor-SubordinaLe .16 .73 .87 --

Relations

6.21 1.03 5. Perforlmance and Effort .14 .51 .63 .62 --

5A 1.38 6. Discipline and Military. .25 .75 .76 .72 .74

Appearance

1 1.42 7. Pride In Unit, Army, and
Country .40 .80 .82 .81 .65 .83

A Intercorrelatlons of mean unit morale ratings for" each company
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Correlations among seven morale scales in Tables 4.5 and 4.6
provide results bearing upon the question of halo. Unfortunately,
it is impossible to be sure of the true degree of halo error
present in these ratings because the true intercorrelations among
the seven scales are unknown. Whcther the correlations obtained
are overly large, and thus contain halo error, is unknown.
Another problem in interpreting the size of scale intercorrela-
tions as .Indicating directly the extent of halo bias is that the
magnitude of these correlations depends partially on the reli-
ability of individual scales. flore specifically, low reliability
for an individual scale makes it less likely that ;.he scale will
be correlated highly with other scales. Consequently, low Intel^-

relationships among scales is only impressive vis-a-vis the haloerror when the rellability of the scales is high.

One way to estimate the degree of halo is to use t.he correction
for attenuation formula (e.g., Ghiselli, 1961) to provide a crude
estimate of what the magnitude of the scale intercorre tat ions
would be if the ratings were perfectly reliable. Using median
reliability estimates for company morale ratings (.82) and platoon
morale ratings (.40) along with the median scale intercorrelations
at company level (.72) and at platoon level (.38), the correlation
for attenuation procedure suggests that the scale intercorrelations
would be approximately .90 for companles and near 1.00 for platoons
if the scales were perfectly reliable. Thus, although thb judgment
must be subjective because the true scale intercorrelations are
unknown, it seems fair to say that the company morale ratings and
the platoon ratings possess a severe halo bias.

3. Restriction of range error. Again, within the context of morale

ratings, the restriction of range error occurs when a rater fail-,
to differentiate among units in his ratings on a given scale dimei
sion to the extent that these units actually differ on that aqpoct
of morale. This error is also imp,)sslble to assess directly because
there is no way of knuwin- tne true variation in morale across
different units. Again, an indirect means of Investigating rater
error must be used. Operationally, the standard deviation of ratings
for each dimension provides an estimate of the extent of restriction
of range error present in the ratings. Although there is no absolute
standard for judoing the correctness of the magnitude of these
standard deviations, they provide some notion of the degree to which

raters are able to 4 ffcruntite among morale levels exhibited by
different units.

Referring to the standard deviations of individual morale scales
displayed in Tables 11.5 and 4.6, all but two scales possess
standard deviationb qreater than 1.0. The mean standard deviation
is 1.21. The magnituat; of !his average suggests that there is
little if any undue restriction of range in the morale ratings,
both at the company and platoon levels.



4. interrater rel Iabi 1 Ity. A meaninglful index of rating scale
reliability S the degree of interrater agreement present in a
set of ratings. If raters Can agree closely In their evaluations
of different units' morale, then 1 more confidence can be placed in
the pooled ratings than If there is no agreement among raters

In, addit ion to investigating overall Interrater agreement for
compan and platoon morale ratings, interrater reliability results
were generated for different rater groups to provide dlagno.,Lic
Information about who might be best qualified to use the scalet.
Tables 1.7-14.13 display these Interrater agreement results. In
each of these analyses the intraclas.s correlation coefficient
(liaggard , 1958) was used as an Index or rellability. This co-
efficient is approprlite \when varying numbers of ratings are
available for different units. In addition, the K column in each
table (11.7-11.13) indicateL the average number of raters per unit
providing morale ratings for Individual scales. Finally, the
purpose of the 2-Rater Reliability column is to provide common
grounds for judging the size of reliability coefficients. Since
the magnitude of the reliabillty Indices depends In part on K,
the Spearman-Brown Prophecy formula was used to "cor rect"
rellabil1ty coefficients up or down to the rellability which might
be expected If two sets of ratlings for each unit were avilable.

Results of analyses aL the platoon level suggest that when all
raters' morale ratings are included, the reliability is gene'rally
low to moderate, depending ol the scale investigated (see Table
4.7). One possible explanation for these disappointlno results
is that officers and NCOs possess significantly differeit per-
spectives on the morale of their units, causing severe disagree-
mont between the two groups in the levels of moi ,le they lssigi
to the units. Therefore, each rater group's mirale ratings were
investigated separately. Results of these analyst- appear in
Tables 14.9 and 4.10. Clearly, this hypothesis we,-, not conflrsled.
The interrater agreement among members of each of the two aroups
is lower than when the two groups' ratings are pooled. Overall,

* the interrater rellabilty results at the platoon level are
disappointing. They suggest that platoon morale is --imply very
difficult to evaluate reliably (especially in the area of Team-
work and Cooperation on the Job). This Is interesting information
in its own right, of course, but it also iodicates that to obtain
platoon morale ratings of acceptable rellability, a relatively
large number of qualified raters may be required.

6'
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Table 4.7

Interrater Reliability of Morale Scales:
Platoon Level - All Raters (All Platoons)

2-Rater
Dimension N K Reliability Reliability*

I. CommuniLy Relations 136 4.35 .29 .15

2. Teamork and Cooperation 136 4.35 .21 .11

3. Reactions to Adversity 136 4.25 .40 .24

I. Superior-Subordinate Relations 136 4.33 .48 .30

5. Performance and Effort 136 4.31 .40 .24

6. Discipline and Military Appearance 136 4.32 .52 .34

7. Pride in Unit, Army and Country 136 4.28 .50 .32

* Spearman-Brc,.n adjusted to two raters
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Table 4.8

Interrater Reliability of Morale Scales: Platoon Level -
All Raters (Including Only the 66 Platoons Containing

Two or More Persons in the Sample)

2-Rater
Dimens ion N K Rel iabiity Rel iabi H

1. Community Relations 57 5.27 .25 .11

2. Teanmwork and Cooperation 57 5.25 .03 .01

3. Reactions to Adversity 57 5.13 .42 .22

4. Superior-Subordinate Relations 57 5.25 .31 .15

5. Performance and Effort 57 5.24 .30 .14

6. Discipline and Military Appearance 57 5.27 .40 .20

7. Pride in Unit, Army and Country 57 5.18 .59 .36

Spearman-Brown adjusted to two raters

C
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Table 4.9

hiterrater Reliabilty of Mlorale Scaies:
Platoon Level - Officer Raters Only

2-Rater
Dimension N K Rellab"I t, Reliability*

I. Community Relations 93 1.97 .15 .15
2. Teamwork and Cooperation 93 1.94 -.37 ---
3. Reactions to Adversity 93 1.94 ,14 ,14
4. Superior-Subordinate Relations 93 1.95 -.02 ---
5. Performance and Effort 93 1.96 .35 .36
6. Discipline and Military Appearance 93 1.94 .29 .30
7. Pride in Unit, Army and Country 93 1.93 .57 .58

I Spearman-Brnwn adjusted to two raters

i
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Table 4.10

Interrater Reliability of Morale Scales:
Platoon Level - Enlisted Raters Only

2-Rater

Dimension N K Reliability Reliability*

I. Community Relations 1ll 3.89 -.12

2. Teanork and Cooperation 111 3.83 .07 .04

3. Reactions to Adversity 111 3.77 .08 .0

4. Superior-Subordinate Relations 111 3.86 .24 14

5. Performance and Effort 1ll 3.84 .37 .23

6. Discipline and Military Appearance 111 3.86 .24 14

7. Pride in Unit, Army and Country M 3.30 .23 .14

Spearman-Brown adjusted to two raiers
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Table 4, II

Interrater Reliability of Morale Scales:
Company Level - All Raters

2-Rater

Dimension N K Reliability Reliability*

I. Community Relations 14 7.70 .60 .28

2. Teanxvork and Cooperation 14 7.70 .77 .47

3. Reactions to Adversity 14 7.70 .84 .58

4. Superior-Subordinate Relations 14 7.70 .85 .60

5. Performance and Effort 14 7.64 .80 .51

6. Dscipline and Military \ppearance 14 7.70 .83 .57

7. Pride in Unit, Army and Country 14 7.70 .82 .55

Spearman-Brown adjusted to two raters

I
C,

'V

C



Table 4.12

Interrater Reliability of Morale Scales:
Company Level - Officer Raters Only

2-Rater

Dimension N K .,!iability Reliability

1. Conmmunity Relations 13 2.61 .05 .04

2. Teamwork and Cooperatio, 13 2.61 .53 46

3. Reactions to Adversity 13 2.61 .56 .49

4. Superior-Subordinate Relations 13 2.61 .54 .47

5. Performance and Effort 13 2.55 .62 .56

6. Discipline and Military Appearance 13 2.61 .73 .67

7, Pride in Unit, Army and Counrtry 13 2.61 .74 .69

3pearman-Br: .4n aajusted to two raters

.._,



T, ble 4.13

Interrater Reliability of Morole Scales:Company Level - Enlisted Raters Only

Dimension -Rater
DieniN 

K Reliability_ Rel ibility
1. Community Relations 

13 5.67 .73 .48
2. Teanwork and Cooperation 13 5.67 .75 .51
3. Reactions to Adversity 13 5.67 .82 .62
4. Superior-Subordinate Relations 13 5.67 .84 .64
5. Performance and Effort 13 5.67 .50
6. Discipline and hilitary Appearance 13 5.67 ,78 .55
7. Pride in Unit, Army and Country 13 5.67 .78 .56

Spearman-Brown adjusted to two raters

I
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Company level interrater agreemert res.Its were more encouraging.

Referring tc the analysis which Includes all raters (see Table
4.11) the lawest reliability coefficient is .60 with five of the
seven relitbillties in tne 80s. Comparing the 2-rater adjusted
reliability of company morale ratings with those computed for
the platoon level (Tables 4.11 and 4.7 ,-e.:pectlvely), It is
clear that interrater agreement in evaluating morale at the
company level was higher than it was at the platoon level.

Again, the rater sample was divided into officer and enlisted
groups and the reliability of ratings provided by each group
separately assessed, Results of these analyses appear in Tables
4.12 and 4.13. In general, enilsted men's ratings appeared to be
slightly more reliable., thiough more enlisted morale ratings per
unit were available; nevertheless, the 2-rater reliability data
suggest that enlisted men provided somewhat moe reliable ratings.
Again, the hypothesis that within officer and enlistel proups
reliability is higher than reliability computed using botii
enlisted and officer raters was not confirmed, although enlisted
men's ratings were approximately as reliable as the ratings of
the two groups combined. Thus, company level interrater agree-
ment results were gratifying and at least according to these data,
morale at the company level can be evaluated considerably more

reliably than can the morale of platoons.

Summa ry_

The job satisfaction/motivation booklet was administered to enlisted men
in 104 sections/ola,'won- In 16 comipanies in Korea. Unfortunate1,y, the
degree to which the sample is represcntative of the units tested is
largely unknown.

One hundred ten sets-.of company level and 131 sets of section/platoon
level morale ratings were collected. Inv-"stigation of these ratings
revealed that while the leniency and restriction of range errors are
within acceptable limits, _ pronounccd halo error cxibLb in tile morale
ratings for both section/platoon and company sized units. Analysi. of
the interrater reliabilities is more complex. At the platoon level, tre
interrater reliabilities are in the low to moderate range while at the
company level they are suhstantlally higher. Hypothesizing that either
officer or NCO ratings, taken as subgroups, ,ight yield higher interrater
agreement, these subgroups' ratings were analyzed separately. Interrater
reliabilities were not improved by this separation. Indeed, pooling officer
and'NCO ratings gendrally provided higher interrater reliability than either
group provided when analyzed alone.

C,
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Questionnaire Results

Description of the data. Four hundred fifty-six soldiers completed all or
part of the questionnaire booklet. The nugiber of blank or unusable booklet
sections (prevented by individual instruments) is shown in Table 4.14. For
suosequent analyses, subjects were dropped only for thr .e scales which they
had left blank or provided unusable data. Three theck items (il and 21
from the Brayfield-Rothe, and item 5 from The Parchen) were used as a
screening tool to eliminate subjects who were suspected of failing to
respond conscientiously. Eight to ten percent of the subjects were
identified as responding inappropriately to these check items. Because
the investigators were reluctant to eliminate so many subjects from the
sample, the factor structures of the questionnaire variables were compared,
using first the total sample and then a sample which eliminated those
persons screened out by the check items. If the factor structures using
the two different samples were similar, it could beiassumed that no sig-
nificant amount of error variance was added by including individuals who
were suspected of not completing the booklet conscientiously to the saniple.

Results of these analyses showed that the two factor structures were
practically identical; thus, no significantly different data was introduccd

random or severely biased) by including those subjects responding
to the check items in a questionable manner. In a]' future data analyses
involving the questionnaire scales and items, these svbjects were included.

Identifying valid constructs and selecting varibles to represent the
constructs. One of the central objectives of this project was to identify
paper-and-pencil measures which do the best job of assessing the satisfac-
tion and motivation to work of soldiers in the Army. Toward this end,
the investigators sought to discover a framework or structur, to measure
job satisfaction and motivation. In the section to follow methods used
to develop this framework are discussed, and the procedures used to select
variables to represent constructs within the framework are outlined.

Establishing a framework. The first stcp in establishing a framework
C within which to select items/scales for assessing satisfaction, motivation,

and morale in the Army was Lo factor analyze questionnaire responses
-elevant to these domains. To accomplish this first step, 68 questionnaire
%,ariables tapping satisfaction, motivation, or morale were intercorrelated
ard Factored using a principal components factor analysis and varimex
rotation. A six factor rotated solution (see Table 4.15) seemed most con-/' ceptually meaningful.

The rotated factors can be iterpreted as follows (percent variance accounted

for by each factor is in parentheses):
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Table 4.14

N ombo r of b 1ankI or lnusab I,! Quest ionna ire Inst ruments*"

Instrument Number Blank or Unusable

hIQ 65

Patchen Motivation Scale 38

Brayfield-Rothe Job Satisfaction 15

Sum of Effort Expectancies 25

Minnesota Satlsfactlon Questionnaire Total 17

Sum of Valences. 15

ARI Discipline Scale 17

Sears Satisfaction Scales 29

Sum of "Prior Expectancies" 14

Survey of Organizations Scales 17

Cureton Scales 5

Job Description Index 22

*The data 'n this table might also be used as an inobtrusive measure

of the acceptability of various insrruments to the Army enlisted sample.
Obviously it would be unwise to use instruments which have a large
number of potential respondents responding In an unacceptable manner.
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Taibl 4.15

Resul ts of Varimax Rotat ion Applied to Factor Ana lys is

of Questionnaire Data (65 variables)

I I III IV V VI

Motivation Sum of Valence x Expectanci e -. 35 .16 -. 70 -. 17 -. 04 -. 29

Patchen Motivation Scale -. 20 .08 -. 42- -. 42 .15 -. 02

Self-rating of

Effort -.10 .02 -.63 -.25 .14 -. 00

Worthwhile to Try Hard

(self-rating) -. 34 .05 -.56 -.20 .12 .02

Overall MSQ Total -.51 .22 -.22 -.41 .19 -.55

Satisfaction Prior Expectations about

with the Army Army Life -.68 .33 -.04 -.29 .14 - .27
Cureton Miitary .54 -.23 .51 .09 -.10 -.8

Curetoni Army as a Whole .84 -.18 .25 .24 -.05 -.03

Life Satisfaction i,, the

Army -. 54 .05 -. 29 -. 20 .04 .07

Satisfaction M~q Intri'nsic -. 45 .17 -. 30 -. 44 .12 -. 52

with the Job Brayfield-Rothe Job
Satisfaction -.32 .20 -.23 -.63 .13 -.17

S.O.O. Overal l

Satisfaction -. 60 .411 -. 11 -. 40 .17 -. 24

Cureton's Job Satisfaction .52 -. 22 .20 .4.9 -. 05 .18

JDI Work • -.37 .24 -.26 -.62 .09 -. 13

Scars Kind of Work -. 23 .14 -. 23 -. 72 .14 -. 06

S.O.O. Satisfaction with
Job -.33 .26 -. 10 -. 64 .02 -, 21

Satisfaction S.O.O. Supervisory Support -.24 .43 -.15 -.08 .58 -.20

with S.O.O. SUpervisory

Superiors Interaction Facilitation -. 18 .52 -.20 -.05 .47 -.21

S.O.O. Supervisory Goal

Emphasis -.25 .43 -.20 -.03 .51 - 21

S.O.O. Supervisory Work

Facilitation -.30 .46 -. 13 -.15 .57 -.21,

JDI Supervision -.35 .30 -.18 -.16 .56 -.o6

Sears Supervision -.21 .28 -.19 -.38 .50 .05

Satisfaction S.O.O. Peer Support -.10 .76 -.07 -.04 .05 -.05

with S.O.O. Peer Interaction

Cu-workers Facilitation -.31 .73 -.09 -. 15 .10 -.09

S.O.O. Peer Goal Emphasis -.28 .71 -.05 -. 15 .14 .01

S.O.O. Peer Work

Facilitation -.30 .75 -.06 -.14 .10 -.11

Cureton's Satisfaction with

Unit .68 -.22 .13 .12 -.31 .03

JDI Co-workers -.07 .55 -.18 -.21 .04 .13

Sears Co-workers -.07 .47 -.14 -.34 .10 .18

S.O.O. Co-workers -.01 .68 -.09 -.09 .11 -.06
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1 II II IV V VI

Promotion Cureton additional items #42 .64 -.19 .16 .28 -.11 .11
JDI Promotions -.47 .05 .01 -.27 .20 -. 04
Sears Career Future and
Security -.37 .13 -.18 -.52 .07 .04
S.O.O. Opportunities for
Getting Ahead -.59 .22 -.18 -.25 .09 -.13

Satisfaction JDI Pay -.40 .05 ,04 -.22 -.08 .02
with Pay Sears Financial Rewards -.48 .10 06 -.38 .02 .3

S.O.O. Satisfaction with
Pay -.52 .17 .14 -.20 -.09 -.30

Extrinsic MSQ Extrinsic -.55 .19 -.05 -.27 .31 -.53
Rewards Cureton Community, .66 -.16 -.03 .04 -.16 .12

Cureton additional items #12 .61 -.11 .10 .12 .03 -.06
Cureton additional items #34 .48 -.07 -.15 .07 -.09 .04
Cureton additional items #41 .39 -.08 .18 .07 .12 .05
Cureton additional items #65 .50 .04 .02 .03 -.04 .19

Selected Sears Physical Surroundings -.35 .16 -.o4 .54 .19 .03
Criteria Self-rating of

Performance .09 .10 -.59 -.16 .14 .05
Self-rating of Overall
Effectiveness as a
Soldier -.13 .09 -.56 -.09 .14 .03
Self-rating of Own Morale -.55 .09 -.17 -.28 .23 .10
AWOLs In Last Year -.08 .15 -.75 .08 -.17 -.26
Article 15s in Last Month -.55 .14 -.34 -.30 .12 -.19
Re-enlistment .20 .14 -.28 -.07 -.03 -.14

Others Sum of Valences .04 -.00 -.01 -.15 .49 .13
Sum of Effort Expectancies .83 -.15 .11 .17 -.14 .06
MIQ Total Score .55 -.15 .40 .17 -.04 -.07
S.O.O. Supervisory Needs .60 -.14 .21 .15 -.03 .02
Cureton Communication .10 -.38 -.00 .13 -.02 -.06
Cureton additional items #15 .61 -.13 .15 .13 -.21 .08
Cureton additional items #18 .45 -.09 .05 .11 -.18 -.03
Cureton additional Items #20 .48 -.23 .13 .29 -.12 .00
Curcton additional items #24 .61 -.09 .43 .14 -.12 .01
Cureton additional items #29 .07 -.01 .17 -.00 -.04 -.17
Cureton additional items #33 .49 -.05 .13 .12 .06 .14
Cureton additional items #51 .03 .08 .08 -.04 .01 i2
Cureton additional items f/58 -.46 .09 -.25 -.36 .12 .05
Cureton additional items #66 -.21 .20 -.06 -.58 .13 .10
ARI Discipline Scale -.50 .06 -.03 -.08 .34 .16
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IGene-rol '_at i -;fact ion and Jat 51.slaction %q; tI Extr ins ic Conl-
-;idegrat i oils suchI as CoillilUn I cat ioan s, Prooions , P-)v , a nd

th1e COP' Lil i ty (29 pe rcLit

ti Sis flac t i on %vit 11 Co-workLer (13 i ect

I I Most iVatL ie 0( PeifoIIIanCC , and El f ect i venert's (I I perce nt)

I V Sat isfa"ction wqith thle Job (13 percent)

V Sat isfact ion wi tlh Superiors 1,7 percent)

VI MSQ Specific ( , percent)

(Totail variance accounlted for = 77 percent)

This solu.tion iS similar in many respects to the factor- Solution obtained
with the pretest data, particularly the Supervision, Co-workers, and
Satisfaction with the Job factors. Factor- I is a General Satisfaction
factor which includes three additional aspects of satisfaction--Satis-
faction with Pay, Proiint oris, and Extrinsic Considerat Ions. Clearly
Satisfaction wi th the Job, with Superiors, and wi th Co-workers appeared

aseparate factors in this analysis. Also, Motivat ion to Work formed its
ow factor. The MSQ Specific factorseedta ntiofcor Exmntn
.)f 7 thlroughl 16 varimax rotated factor solutions confirmed that the data
provide only five meaningful fa~tor.

At tis point, a reasonable structure for describing the satisfaction/
motivation domain was emlerging. Empirical data suggested that these
doinains could be measured multidimensionally usinq a series of psycholog-
ically and practically meaninqiful constructs. It is difficult conceptually,
however, when discussing occupotional satisfaction to delete a consideration
of pay. A great deal. of evidence InI thc literature review suggests that
Pay should be a sepp~rate construct. This is supportod by the prestest
factor analysis when Satisfaction with Pay emerged as a separate factor.
Using this rationale, Satisfaction with Pay was considered separately in
subscquent analyses.

Based upon factor analysis results and the conceptual considerations just
outlined, the constructs used to represent tirc sat isfact ion/motivation
domain onl a trial basis were-

I Motivation

I I Overall Sat isfact ion with the Army

Ill Satisfaction with the Job
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IV Sat isfact ion with Superiors

V Sat isfact ion with Co-workers

VI Satisfaction with Pay

The next section describes the selection of variables to repreent these
six constructs.

Selection of scales and items to represent constructs. A number of
criteria wcrc established for inclusion of scales or items in a construct.
Six criteria were used to screen variables for the constructs. Thes,
criteria were:

I. a priori intuitive or conceptual similarity of scales or items
within each construct;

2. facLor loadings on the factor analysis of questionnaire scales
and selected items;

3. Internal consistency;

4. homogeneity of scores within Army units;

5. convergent and discrimlnant validity-

6. amount of common method variance with othcr mcasures within the
same construct.

Conceptual si-ibilarity-of scales or items, For this criterion, the
literature review was relled upon heavily. Judgments were made about
how each scale's or Item's content compared to the content of the constructs.
See Table 4l.16 for these Initial assignments of variables to constructs.

FactOnanalysis results: Results of the factor analysi,!s of question-
nalre variables have been described earlier. In general, for inclusion as
a construct measure, the item/scale was required to load on the same
factor as other variables measuring that construct.

Interna,licohsistecy.- +n generalj item/scale variables were required
to have high internal consistency unless other factors made them especially
attractive measures to include in a construct. Table 4.17 presents the
KR-20 rellabilities of all scale variables included in the questionnaire
booklet.



Table 4.16

Preliminary Assignment of Scales/Items to Constructs

Constructs Scales/I tems

Motivation Sum of Valence x Expectancies
Patchen Motivation Scale
Self-rating of Effort
Worthwhile to Try Hard (self-rating)

Overall Satisfaction with the MSQ Total
Army Prior Expectat ions about Army Life

Cureton's 'satisfaction with Military
Cureton's Satisfaction with Army as a Whole
Life Satisfaction In the Army
S.O.O. Satisfaction with Organization

Satisfaction with the Job MSQ Intrinsic
Brayfield-Rothe Job Satisfaction
S.O.O. Ovcrall Satisfaction
Cureton's Job Satisfaction
JDI Work
Sears Kind of Work
S.O.O. Satisfaction with Job

Satisfaction with Superiors . S.O.O. Supervisory Support
. S.O.O. Supervisory Interaction Facilitation
S..0. Supervisory Goal Emphasis
S.O.O. Supervisory Work Facilitation

* JDI Supervision
* Sears Supervision
S.O.O. Satisfaction with Supervisor

Satisfaction with C~i~orkers . S.O.O. Peer Support
S.O.O. Peer Interaction Facilitation

* S.OO. Peer Goal Emphasis
S.O.O. Peer Work Facilitation
Curcton's Satisfaction with Unit

* JDI Co-workers
Sears Co-workers

* S.O.O. Co-workers

Promotion . Cureton additional items
JDI Promotions
Sears Career Future and Security
S.O.O. Satisfaction with Career Progress
S.O.O. Opportunities for Getting Ahead

Satisfaction with Pay . JDI Pay
* Sears Financial Rewards
* S.O.O. Satisfaction with Pay
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Table 4. 17

intcrnal Consistencies of Questionnaire Scales

Number
Scale of Items Reliability

I Sum of Valences 50 .93
2. Sum of Effort Expectancies 50 .97
3. Sum of Valence x Expectancies 50 .96
4. MIQ Total Scores 6 .08
5. Patchen Motivation Scale 4 .43
6. MSQ Total 20 .90
7. MSQ Intrinsic 12 8Q
8. MSQ Extrinsic 6 .75
9. IBrayfield-Rothe Job Satisfaction 18 .86
10. Prior Expectations about Army Life 24 .92
HI. S.O.O. Overall Satisfactior 3 .88
13. S.O.O. Supervisory Interaction Facilitation 2 .78
14. S.O.O. Supervisory Goal Emphasis 3 .87
15. S.OO. Supervisory Work Fariliation 3 .80
16. S.O.O. Peer Support 3 .86

, 17. S.O.O. Peer Interaction Facilitation 2 .76
4 18. S.O.O. Peer Goal Emphasis 3 .86

19. S.O.O. Peer Work Facilitation 5 .90
20. S.O.O. Supervisory Needs 7 .75
21. Cureton's Satisfaction with Military 7 .75
22. Cureton's Job Satisfaction 8 .83
23. Cureton's Satisfaction with Community 5 .64
24. Cureton's Satisfaction with Army as a Whole 12 .91

25. Cureton's Satisfaction with Unit II .84
26. Cureton's Satisfaction with Management 12 .86

and Conmunication
42. JDI Work 18 .82
43. JDI Supervision 18 .90
44. JDI Pay 9 .76
45. JDI Promotions 9 .85
46. JDi Co-workers 18 .91
47. ARI Discipline Scale 22 .38
48. Sear, Company Identification 4 .55
49. Sears Supervision 6 .78
50. Sears Kind of Work 6 .71
51. Sears Amount of Work 4 .25
52. Sears Co-workers 5 .37
53. Sears Physical Surroundings 6 .66
54. Sears Financial Rewards 4 .48
55. Sears Career Future and Security 5 .54
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Homooeneity of scores wi, n Ar.iy unitb Oie of the data analysis
strategies called fr an nvestigation of -the interrelationships among
morale (at the platoon and company level) and facets of satisfaction and
,ictivation. To justify using unit scores to assess the satisfaction and
mtivation of troops in cormpany or platoon sized units, researchers
examined the homogeneity within unit of variables measuring these domains.

homogeneity of scores within companies or platoons were assessed using an

intraclass correlation (RIj analysis of each satisfaction and motivation

variable both at the platoon ano the company levels. Rj , within an
analysis of variance framework, cilipares the variance across individuals'
scores within each unit (company or platoon) to the variance of scores

across all units. For example, with respect to a given job satisfaction

variable, the analysis compares the variance of these scores across sub-
jects within unit to the variance across all scores. Low within unit

variance compared to total variance indicates that the variable is a good

candidate for a unit measure, because soldiers in individual units tend
to have relatively similar scores on the variable. 2 Table 4.18 contains

the R I results at the platoon level and Table 4.1.9 displays the same kind

of information at the company level.

The general level of homogeruity within the unit, both company and platoon,
is high for the questionnaire scales and items. This suggests that the

satisfaction and motivation constructs represented by these measures can

be justifiably used as unit measures. That is, it appears to be legitimate

and psyclhometrically meaningful to combine the scores of individuals in

each unit--platoon or company--and t.U treat these composites as unit scores.
The R I results are also of considerable interest because they strongly

indicate Elat Satisfaction with Superiors, the Job Itself, Co-workers, and

General Satisfaction with the Army can be viewed as unit phenomena (see

construct Rl results in Table 4.22).

Further evidence for considering the satisfaction and motivation variables

as unit phenomena is derived from a comparison between avrge R I level fat

these variables and the average RI level for 18 demographic variables

included in this study. In general, thes, indices of unit homogeneity aie

smaller for the demographic variables. The mean R I for demographic variables

at the company level is .24 (negative Ris are treated as zero since they are

not interpretable in terms of their absolute value ill the negative direction).

2 Evidence for this use of R I is provided by the finding that although
motivation and satisfaction measures aemonstrated relatively high positive

Ris, Satisfaction with Pay variables in general possessed comparcitively

low (o,- negative) Ris. This result makes sense because presumably uniform

pay policies across uits should provide uniform levels of ,satisfaction

across those units., whi le satisfaction with other facets related to
organizational Factors such as Supervision and the Job Itself more likely

vary across jobs in different units.

J



122.

Table 4.18

Intraclass Correlation (Unit Homogeneity)
Results at Platoon Level

Intraclass 5 Respondent
Variable N Correlation Reiiability

Sum of Valences 67 .32 .35
Sum of Effort Expectancies 67 .23 .25
Sum of Valence x Expectancies 67 .24 .28
MIQ Total Scores 67 .17 .18
Patchen Motivation Scale 67 .17 .19
MSQ Total 67 .41 .43
MSQ Intrinsic 67 .39 .41
MSQ Extrinsic 67 .35 .37
Brayfield-Rothe Job Satisfaction 67 .51 .54
Prior Expectations about Army Life 67 .51 .53
S.0.0. Overall Satisfaction 67 .31 .32
S.O.O. Supervisory Support 67 .29 .30
S.0.0. Supervisory Interaction Facilitation 67 .15 16
S.0.0. Supervisory Goal Emphasis 67 .33 .35
S.O.O. Supervisory Work Facilitation 67 .30 .31
S.O.O. Peer Suppcrt 66 34 .36
S.0.0. Peer Interaction Facilitation 67 .18 .19
S.O.O. Peer Goal Emphasis 67 .40 .42
S.0.0. Peer Work Facilitation 67 .36 .38
S.0.0. Supervisory Needs 66 .41 .43
Cureton's Satisfaction with Military 67 -.09 -.00
Cureton's Job Satisfaction 67 .44 .48
Cureton's Satisfaction with Community 67 .52 .55
Cureton's Satisfaction with Army as a Whole 67 .48 .50
Cureton's Satisfaction with Unit 66 .39 .41
Cureton's Satisfaction with Management and
Communication 67 .49 .51

Cureton Pride inArmy 67 .28 .30
J1) Work 67 .55 .58
JDI Supervision 67 .44 .46
JDI Pay 67 .11 .13
JDI Promotions 66 .36 .43
JDI Co-workers 67 .41 .45
ARI Discipline Scale 67 -.01 -.00
Sears Company Identification 66 .08 .09
Sears Supervision 66 .43 .47
Sears Kind cf Work 67 .44 .48
Sears Amount of Work 67 .21 .24
Sears Co-workers 66 .20 .23
Sears Physical Surroundings 67 .24 .28
Sears Financial Rewards 67 .22 .25
Sears Career Future and Security 65 .09 .11
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123. (Table 4.18 cont.)

Intraclass 5 Respondent
Variable N Correlation Reliability

S.O.O. Satis faction wi th Co-workers 67 .17 .17
S.O.O. Satisfaction with Supervisor 67 .38 .39
S.O.O. Satisfaction with Job 67 .30 .31
S.O.O. Satisfaction with Organization 66 .29 .29
S.O.O. Satisfaction with Pay 67 .35 .36
S.O.O. Satisfaction with Career Progress 67 .38 10
SO.O. Satisfaction with Opportunities for

Getting Ahead 67 .1111 .45
Self-rating o Effort 67 .10 .10
Self-rating of Performance 67 .02 .02
Worthwhile to Try Hard (self-rating) 67 .18 .19
Self-rating of Overall Effectiveness as a

Soldier 67 .09 .10
Self-rating of Own Morale 67 .15 .16
Self-rating of Unit Morale 67 .10 .10
Age 67 -.02 -.00
Sex; mal=l; female=2 6,1 .70 .73
Single or Divorced; widowed=l, married=2 67 -.06 -.00
Number of Dependents 67 -.56 -.00
White=l; all others=2 67 .08 .09
White=l; black=2 66 .20 .26
Education (witli all 9 response choices) 67 .211 .26
Education (leaving out response 4 and 5) 67 .24 .28
Primary Occupation of Father 67 .20 .22
Educational (with all 9 response choices) 67 .20 .22
Educational (leaving out 4 and 5) 67 .15 .18
Living Condi.ions (on or off pos ) 67 .08 .09
Drafted versus Enlisted 67 .06 .06
First Tour - Careerist (drop others) 67 .16 .19
Age of Entry (in months) 67 .15 .17
Length of Service 67 .15 .17
Number of Months on Present Post 67 -.03 -.00
Number of AWULs in Last Month 63 -1.09* -.00
Nuirber of AWOLs in Last Year 64 -1.30 -.00
Number of AWOLs in Career 65 -1.73 -.0C
Number of Article 15s in Last Month 63 -1.91 -.00
Number o# Article 15s in Last Year 63 -.84 -. 00
Number of Article 15s in Career 65 .114 .50
Number of Times Busted 67 -2.55 -.00
Number of Sick Calls in Last Month 67 -.66 -.00
VD in Last ;1onth 0-I; 1=1 or more times 62 .16 .21
VD during Korean Tour 0-1-2-3; 3=3 or more 66 -.11 -.00
Rank EI-E5 67 .16 .17
RLen I is tment 67 .22 .24

*Negative intraclass correlation coefficients can be larger t.han 1.00. These negative

coefficients are not readily interpretable.
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Table 4.19

Intraclass Correlation (Unit Homogeneity)
Results at Company Level

Intraclass 5 Respondent
Vai iable N Correlation Reliability

Sum of Valences 16 .64 .26
Sum of Effort Expectancies 16 .64 .26
Sum of Valence x Expectancies 16 .71 .35
MIQ Total Scores 16 .53 .18
Patchen Motivation Scale 16 .55 .20
MSQ Total 16 .76 .37
MSQ Intrinsic 16 .75 .36
MSQ Extrinsic 16 .70 .31
Brayfield-Rothe Job Satisfaction 16 .63 .25
Prior Expectations about Army Life 16 .80 3
S.O.O. Overall Satisfaction 16 .70 30
S.O.O. Supervisory Support 16 .55 .18
SO.O. Supervisory Interaction Facilitation 16 .62 .24
S.O.O. Supervisory Goal Emphasis 16 .53 .17
S.0.O. Supervisory Work Facilitation 16 .54 .18
S.0.0. Peer Support 16 .60 .22
S.0.0. Peer Interaction Facilit..tion 16 .51 16
S.0.O. Peer Goal Emphasis 16 .64 .26
S.0.0. Peer Work Facilitation 16 .48 .15
S.0.O. Supervisory Needs 16 .75 .37
Cureton's Satisfaction with Military 16 .27 .07
Cureton's Job Satisfaction 16 .54 .19
Cureton's Satisfaction with Community 16 .85 53
Cureton's Satisfaction with Army as a Whole 16 .69 .30
Cureton s SatisfacLion wiLh U-it 16 .79 .42
Cureton's Satisfaction with Management and
Communication 16 .76 .39

Cureton additional item 16 .55 .19
JDI Work 16 .73 .35
JDI Supervision 16 .71 .32
JDI Pay 16 -.96 -.00
JOl Promotions 16 .06 .01
JDI Co-workers 16 .57 .21
ARI Discipline Scale 16 .46 14
Sears Company Identification 16 .55 .20
Sears Supervision 16 .69 32
Searc Kind of Work 16 .50 .17
Sears Amount of Work 16 .51 .17
Sears Co-workers 16 .44 15
Sears Physical Surroundings 16 .51 ;9
Sears Financial Rewards 16 -.42 -.00
Sears Career Future and Security 16 -.i1 -.00



125. (Table 4.19 cont.)

Intraclass 5 Respondent
Variable N Correlation Reliability

S.O.O. Satisfaction with Co-workers 16 .31 .08
S.O.0. Satisfaction with Supervisor 16 .66 .27
S.O.O. Satisfaction with Job 16 .53 .17
S.O.O. Satisfaction with Organization 16 .79 .41
S.0.O. Satisfaction with Pay 16 .t4 .25
S.O.O. Satisfaction with Career Progress 16 .54 I,

S.O.O. Satisfaction with Opportunities for
Getting Ahead 16 .73 .34j

Self-rating of Effort 16 .41 .12
Self-rating of Performance 16 .14 -.00
Worthwhile to Try [lard (self-rating) 16 .60 .22
Self-rating of Overall Effectiveness as a

Soldier 16 .37 .10
Self-rating of Own fMorale 16 .68 .28
Self-rating of Unit Morale 16 .74 .35
Age 16 .29 .08
Sex; male=l; female--2 16 .19 .04
Single or Divorced; widowed=l, married=2 16 -1.39 -.00
Number of Dependents 16 .29 .08
White=l; all others=2 16 .23 .06
White=l; black=2 16 .41 .14
Education (with all 9 response choices) 16 .61 .23
Education (leaving out response 4 and 5) 16 .62 .26
Primary Occupation of Father 16 -.73 -.00
Educational (with all 9 response choices) 16 -.73 -.00
Educational (leaving out 4 and 5) 16 -.87 -.00
Living Conditions (on or off post) 16 .21 .05
Drafted versus Enlisted 16 .35 .10
First Tour - Careerist (drop others) 16 -.77 -.00
Age of Entry (in months) 16 -.20 -.00
Length of Service 16 .58 .22
Number of Months on Present Post 16 .11 .03
Number of AWOLs in Last Month 16 -.92 -.00
Number of AWOLs in Last Year 16 .06 .02
Number of AWOLs in Career 16 -1.56 -.00
Number of Article 15s in Last Month 16 -.15 -.00
Number of Article 15s in Last Year 16 .48 .20
Number of Article 15s in Career 16 .39 .13
Number of Times Busted 16 -1.49 -.00
Numbe,- of Sick Calls in Last Month 16 -.25 -.00
VD in Last Month 0-1; 1=1 or more times 16 .53 .23
VD during Korean Tour 0-1-2-3; 3=3 or more 16 .38 .12
Rank EI-E5 16 .43 .13
Reenlistment 16 .72 .33
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I contrast, the wean RI for the 3 questionnaire variables is .55.3 Thus,
it appears that a significant "unit effect" exists for manyconstruct
variables, even with the dengraphic variables "partialed out."

Still other inforr.,.ation can be derived from Lhe Rl, analyses by con-
p,;ring the magnitude of R1 s at the company and plSa r on levels. Five-
Respondent Reliability columns of Tables 4.18 and ,i.19 provide the best
comparison because the size of R I depends partially upon the number of
r.:spondents per unit. By equalizing the number of respondents via the
Spearman-Brown procedure, a crude estimate of the size of R I for companies
an' platoons independent of the number of persons in each unit can be made.
Using this comparison procedure, 38 of the 53 corrected Rls for platoons
are higher (with two ties) than at the company level. With respect to the
18 demographic variables, nine of the platoon level Rls are larger, with
four ties. And finally, four of the eleven platoon level criterion variable
Rls are larger than their company level counterparts (with five ties).
Overall, it appears that platoons are more homogeneous than companies
in this sample, particularly with regard to satisfaction and motivation.
Although this comparison must be regarded as rather gross, It suggebts
that facets of satisfaction and motivation m y be considered more platoon
p.ienomcna than company level phenomena.

Convergent.and discriminant validity.:'>n selecting instrumentrascales,,
and items for the constructs the correlations these variables exhibited
with other measures from the same construct and with measures representing
conceptually different constructs were considered. For each of the six
constructs, we retained-scales or items possessing relatively high cor-
relations with other measures of the same construct (convergent validity)
and relatively low correlations with measures of other constructs (dis-
criminant validity). The purpose of this procedure was to develop relatively
"pure" construct composites.

Commor. method variance; Only one var.lible-from each ioStrumejDtr-;re
was accepted for each construct. This guideline was designed to avoid
accepting measures which might contain common method variance, thereby
artifically raising the within construct correlations. For example, using
this criterion two Survey of Organizations sz.ales both measuring satisfac-
tion with co-workers would not both be accepted for the Satisfaction with
Co-worker construct because they are part of the same instrument.

3 If the demographic variable RIs would have been as high as the construct
variable Ris, a possible explanation of the large, positive construct
variable Ris would be that an uneven assignment of different "kinds" of
persons to different units occurred. In other words, the homogeneity
within units in terms of expressions of satisfaction and motivation could
have been due. to the homogeneity of person characteristics.andtbackground.'
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In summary, questionnaire scales and items were evaluated by a variety
of standards. The screening proceis was designed to yield multiple
measures for each of the six satisfaction and motivation constructs
identified. Variables were selected for these constructs according
primarily to their conceptual appropriateness, convergent and discrim-
inant validity, internal consistency, and suitability as a unit measure.
The results of this screening process and evidence for the construct
validity of this -,:t of variables are presented in the next section.

"Internal" validity evidence- The multiccnztrtict-multimethod analysis.
In Table 4.20 the questionnaire variables representing each construct are
shown, along with the factors on which each variable loads, and the mean
within and across construct correlations. Then, Table 4s.21 contains the
multiconstruct-multimethod watrix for the field test. Diagonal indices
in the matrix were formed by transforming the correlations among vari-
ables within the construct to Fisher z scores and then computing the mean
of these z's. The numbers which appear in the diagonal are the mean z's
transformed back to correlations. Each off-diagonal correlation in the
matrix was obtained by computing the mean of all across construct corre-
lations between variables in the two conttructs. Again, Fisher z s were
used to calculate the averages.

In every case the diagonal correlations are significantly different from
zero beyond the .01 level. This finding Indicates that these 22 variables
demonstrate excellent convergent validity. Also, the diagonals are larger
than off-diagonal indices In the correspondin§ row or column In every
case. Thus, the variables within this system demonstrate superior dis-
criminant validity as well.

It should be noted that one of the ct iteria for selecting variables for
this analysis was that they demonstrate convergent and discriminant
validity. Therefore, there is some possibility that the multiconstruct-
multimethod results take advantage of sample specific correlations within
and Across construct. However, a closer look at the manner In which
vartables were selected renders It unlikely that a serious overestimate
of the convergent and discriminant validity of these measures is present in
these data. First, overestimates of this type of validity are a function
of the ratio of number of variables selectcd/total number of variables
available. The higher the ratio, the less likely that distortion of the
true relationships exists. The variable selection ratios for the si::
constructs In Table 4.21 are: 1.00, .67, .71, .43, .38, 1.00. Considering
the first construct, for example, every variable Initially assigned concep-
tually to that construct was ultimately selected for inclusion as a construct
measure. Clearly, In four of the six cases it is highly unlikely that a
"selection effect" occurred. Still, it Is possible that a certain
"shrinkage" will take place If these results are replicated in an independent
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Table 4.21

Multiconstruct - Multimethod Matrix (Korea)

Gen. Job Sat. Sat. Sat.
Mot. Sat. Sat. Sup. Cowork. Pay

1. Mot'vation 115

2. Overall Satisfaction
with the Army 37 64

3. Satisfaction with the
Job 40 53 b6

4. Satisfaction with
Superiors 29 41 37 56

5. Satisfaction with
Co-workers 19 26 27 34 44

6. Satisfaction with Pay 15 41 30 22 16 44

4,

kI

C
~
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Saillile usInq the .ame .22 variables III a m1, t iconL sLruct- ulImethod analys is
,'V:w1nth Army data gathered in Germany provided a opportun ity to invest ijatk
this possibility. Relevant results are discussed in Chapter V of this
vol il e

Based on convergent and d iscrimilnant val i Lty results and on the un IL
homOgeneIty results wit h respec L to those constr'ucts (see TahI e 4 .20)
St was judged that sufficient justi flcat ion existed for developing con-
struct composite scores for individual companies and platoons. Develop-
i enL of these unit construct scores permits unit level correlational
analyses relating construct composites to morale ratings and other
variables which have meaning at the unit level.

Interrelationships amow Sa~tisfactlion, Motivatlon, Morale, and Selected
Cri teria

To investigate the relationships among the constructs of satisfaction,
motivation, and moralfe as well as the relationship hetween these'constructs
and certain criterion variables, units (companies and platoons) were
defilned as data poinIs and correlational analyses performed at these
two levels. Variables included in the unit level data analyses were the
satisfaction and motivation constructs contained in the multiconstruct-
multimethod analysis, unit morale as rated by officers and NCOs, and
selected self-report criteria. At the platoon level, ratings of units by
officers and NCOs on global criteria such as overall effort and performance
were also Included In tihe correlational analysis. Finally, because of the
small number of data points (N - 14-16) available for the company level
correlational analysis, a trend analysis was used to assess the relation-
ship between morale and the motivation/satisfaction constructs along with
selected self-report criteria. The variable sets are described more com-
pletely in the following section. Also, Figure 4.1 suimnarizes the develop-
ment of variable sets Included in subsequent unit level analyses.

The Variable Sets

Motivation/satisfaction constructs. Unit motivation/satisfaction construct
scores were developed for each platoon and company included in unit level
analyses. Variables selected to represent constructs were used to form
composite scores for each construcL on each unlt. Specifically, for a glven
unit, a motivation construct score was developed by first computing for
each Individual soldier in the unit the sum of his standard scores
(standardized across all soldiers completing the questionnaire) on the
four variables representing the motivation construct. The mean of these
sunned scores for all individuals in the unit responding to the questionnaire
formed the motivation composite score for that unit. Identical procedures
were followed for all units and constructs. This approach resulted in unit
scores representing six motivation/satisfaction constructs: Motivation,
Overall Satisfaction with the Army, Satisfaction with the Job, Superiors,
Co-workers, and Pay.
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Motivaeion/Satisfaction Constructs
Factor analysis of moL;vation and satisfaction variables contained in
the questionnaire suggesting that the motivation/satisfaction domains
can be suimarized in a six-construct framework.

* Mul t iconstruct-mnul t imethod 1ltLrix resul ts establ ishin( converqent and
discriminant validity of the six construct composite variables.
RI analysis assessing suitability of construct comlposiLte variables for
unit measures.

Self-Report Criteria
* Selection of behavioral criteria (e.g., AWOLs, Article 15s) and ques-

tionnalre items/scales rep)resenting additional attitudinal variables
of interest (e.q. , own morale and satisfaction with coiwunicat ions).
R, analysis assessin.g suitability of these variables for unit measures

Morale Rating Scales
Behavior scaling procedure leading to the development of seven morale
scales.

• Assessment of rater errors and rel lability of morale scales.

Selection of variables describing unit criteria potentially related to

morale, satisfaction, and motivation.
Development of rating scales to measure these criteria.

Correlational analyses of these variab!c sets at platoon level (N , 66)
and company level (N - 14-16)'; supplemental trend component analyses atcompany level.

Figure 4.1. Summary Description of the Development of Varlable Sets
Included in Platoon and Company Level Correlational
Analyses (Korea)
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Table 4.22 contains unit homogeneity indices (Rls) for the six constructs.
Also included is a 5-respondent column to facilitate comparisons among
sets of units containing different average numbers of members (e.g.,
companies and.'platoons in Korea). In general, Rls seem large enough to
warrant using unit construct scores in subsequent unit level analyses,
although Satisfaction with Pay scores for units may not be readily
interpretable. Thus, these six constructs were included in platoon and
company level correlational analyses reported In this chapter.

Morale ratings. All seven morale scales were included in both the platoon
and company level correlational analyses. Because the halo effect seemed
so severe, an overall morale variable was also created by suimming morale
ratings on the seven individual dimensions. The overall morale composite
rating also provided a summary morale measure to correlate with other
variables In the unit level analyses.

Self-report criteria. UnIt criterion scores were developed in the same
manner as were motivation/satisfaction scores. Those self-report criteria
(from the questicnnaire) attaining reasonably high Rts were included in
platoon and company level analyses. They were:

Pride in Army
Own Morale
Unit Morale
Career Article 15s
Self-perceived Performance
Plans to Reenlist
Article 15s Last Year
Incidents of VD During Korean Tour
Self-perceived Effectiveness

Global criterion ratings. PDI researchers developed seven rating scales
designed to moasure unit criLeria potentially related to the motivation,
satisfactr n, ,and morale of soldiers. Company commanders used the scales
to provide criterion ratings of platoons with which they .ere familiar.
For the platoon level analysis then, it was possible to correlate global
criterion ratings of platoons with scores these units obtained on other
variables. ine global criteria were:

*-Unit Effectiveness
Racial Disturbances

.,Dissent

Drug Abuse
VD Rate
Destruct ion/Sabotage
Participation in Drives
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Table 4.22

Intraclass Correlation (Unit Homogeneity)
Results for Constructs at Platoon and Company Levels

(Korea)

Platoon Company

5 Respondent 5 Respondent

Construct RI Reliability RL  Reliability

Motivation .18 .23 .60 .26

Overall Satis-
faction with
Army .117 .51 .80 .46

Sat isfaction
with Job .45 .54 .60 .29

Satisfaction
with Super-
vision °46 .51 .72 .3/

Sat isfact ion
wi th Co-
workers .143 .I19 .55 .23

Sa-: is fact ion
with Pay .22 .27 .12 .03
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Platoon level analysis. For the correlational analysis platoons which
were represented by less than two soldiers were eliminated. Therefore,
all 66 platoons in the sample contained at least two soldiers who had
completed the questionnaire booklet. Morale ratings were also available
for 56 of these platoors. Table 4.23 contains the complete correlation
matrix at the platoon level. To facilitate interpreting the results of
the platoon level correlational analysis, pairwise sets of interrelation-
ships will be discussed among: (a) satisfaction/motivation constructs;
(b) morale ratings; (c) self-report criteria; and (d) global criterion
ratings.

I. Satisfaction/motivation construct--self-report criteria: Table
4.24 presents the satisfaction/motivation construct--self-report

criteria relationships which are significantly different from
zero beyond at least the .05 level (2-tailed). One benchmark
against which to interpret the general magnitude of relation-
ships is to compare the number of significant correlations with
the number of such relationships to be expected by chance. In
the case of the construct-criteria interrelationships, 24 of 54
were significant beyond the .05 level. Since approximately 3 of
54 would be . .pected by chance, it can be roncluded that there

is a strong relationship between satisfaction/motivation
constructs and the self-report criteria.

One of the strongest relationships across these two variable
sets is between motivation and self-perceived effectiveness
(r = .61, p<.Ol). This result, aiong with the finding that self-
perceived effectiveness correlatcd considerably higher with
motivation than with any of the other five constructs, provides
evidence for the construct validity of the motivation composite.
Two other relationships of the same magnitude are correlations
between Overall Satisfaction with the Army and both Pride in thil
Army and Plans to Reenlist. Thus, according to platoon results,
the average level of affect toward the Army found in a platoon is
a aood indicator of that platoon's likelihood of having high
reenlistment rates and members possessing pride in the Army. In
terms of relationships between self-report morale and motivation/
satisfaction constructs, several aspects of satisfaction (and
motivation) correlate moderately with estimates of 'own morale"
at the platoon level. However, Overall Satisfaction with the Army
is the highest correlate of soldiers' unit morale self-reports
(r = .33, p<.O1).

Finally, only the motivation construct is related significantly
to any of the three variables having to do with negative incidents
(Article 15s and incidents of VD). VD incidents correlate -.27
with motivation.
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Table 4.24

Significant Correlations Between Satisfaction/Motivation
Constructs and Self-report Criteria (Platoon Level)

Variables Correlations Significance Level

Motivation -
Self-perceived Performance .27 .05

Motivation -
Self-perceived Effectiveness .61 .01

Motivation -
Pride in Being Member of Army .40 .01

Motivation -

Own Morale .37 .01
Motivation -

Plans to Re-enlist .33 .01
Motivation -

VD Incidents -.27 .05
Overall Satisfaction with Army -
Self-perceived Effectiveness .24 .05

Overall Satisfaction with Army -
Pride in Being Member of Army .61 .01

Overall Satisfaction with Army -
Own Morale .43 .01

Overall Satisfaction with Army -
Unit Morale .33 .01

Overall Satisfaction with Army -
Plans to Re-enlist .61 .01

Satisfaction with Job -
Self-perceived Effectiveness .37 .01

Satisfaction with Job -
Pride in Army .39 .01

Satisfaction with Job -
Own Morale .53 .01

Satisfaction with Job -
Plans to Re-enlist .33 .01

Satisfaction with Superiors -
Self-perceived Performance .30 .05

Satisfaction with Supeiors -
Self-perceived Effectiveness .35 .01

Satisfaction wth Superiors -
Pride in Army .26 .05

Satisfaction with Superiors -
Own Morale .50 .01



137. (Tdble 4.24 cont.)

Variables Correlations Significance Level

Satisfaction with Superiors -

Unit Morale ,26 .05
Satisfaction with Co-workers -

Self-perceived Effectiveness .39 .01
Satisfaction with Co-workers -

Own Morale .44 .01
Satisfaction with Co-workers -

Unit Morale .28 .05
Satisfaction with Pay -

Own Morale .30 .05
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2. Satisfaction/motivation constructs--gd.obal critci ion ratings:
Examining the proportion of relationships between these two
variable sets significant at the .05 level or oreater, only two
of 42 are significantly different from zero (see Table 4.25).
Since two suci' significant relationships would be expected by
chance alone, the correlations which are significant must be
interpreted with caution. In fact, one of the two relation-

ships displayed in Table 4.25 makes little sense. Thus, it

seems reasonable to conclude that the motivation/satisfaction
constructs arL. unrelated to the global criteria in these Jata.

3. Satisfaction/motivation constructs--morale ratings: The rela-
tionship between these two variable sets is extremely weak based
on these data. The only correlation which reaches significance

is the one between Pay Satisfaction and the Teamwork and Coopera-
tion morale soale, and even that relationship ;s counter intuitive
(see Table 4.26).

4. Morale ratings--global criterion ratings: Eight of 56 possible
across domain correlations (sei Table 4.27 for results) reached
significance at the .05 level or better--whereas only two or

three would be expected by chance. The highest correlation
within this set is between the VO criterion rating and the
Conmunity Relaticns morale scale (-.55, p<.0l). This relation-
ship provides some evidence of validity for the Connunity
Relations scale. Evidence of validity for the Teamwork and
Cooperation morale scale is provided by the -.38 (p<.Ol) and
.29 (p<.0 6 ) relationships between ratings on that scale and

iatings of Racial Disturbances and Participation in Drives,
respectively. Finally, a limited degree of construct validation

is supplied by a .26 (p<.l0) correlation between the rating of

Uni't Effectiveness and the Performance-Effort morale scale.

In general, although certain relationships provided support for

the validity of the morale scales at the platoon level, the
magnitude of the correlaLions between variables witliVn the two
domains was disaDpointinaly low. Possible reasons for tht: luw
relationships include unrellability of the global criterion
ratings and/or difficulties with the morale scales at the
platoon level (including unreliability).

Evidence bearing on the "goodness" of one of the global criterion
dimensions--Unit Effectiveness--is provided by the correlctions
between that variable and the two self-report criterion

variable5--self-perceived performance and self-perceived effec-

tiveness. Although conceptually the global rating dimension
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Table 4.25

Sign* ficant Correlations Between Satisfaction/Motivation
Constructs and Global Criterion Ratiigs (Platoon Level)

Varicebs Correlation Significance Level

Overall Satisfaction -
Racial Disturbance .32 .05

Sat!sfaction with Job -
Drug Usage -.33 .05

Table 4.26

Significant Correlations Between Satisfaction/Motivation
Constructs and Morale Ratings (Platoon Level)

Variables Correlation Significance Level

Satisfaction with Pay -
Teamork and Cooperation -.30 .05

I-
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Table 1.27
Significant Correlations Between Global Criteriol2

Ratings arid Morale Ratings (Platoon Level)

Variables Correlation Significance Level

Racial Disturbance -Teanwork and Cooperation -. 39 .0

Dissent -
Performance and Effort -. 32 .05

Vi) Rate -
Community Relatiors -.55 .01

VD Rate -
Teamwork and Cooperation -.46 .01

lID Rate -
Reactions to Adversity -.35 .05

VD Rate -
Bearing and Appearance -. 37 '05

qD Rate -
Overall Morale -.41 .01

Destruction/Sabotage -Pride in Unit .35 .05

C.
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seems highly related to self-perceived effectiveness, the
ccrrelation between the two is -.03. A weak but slightly more
promising relationship exists between the Unit Effect;v.,ness
global criterion rating and self-perceived performance (.18).
These relationships suggest that ratings of unit effectiveness
are yielding a different kind of information than that provided
by self-reports of soldier peformance and effectiveness. One
possible reason for this problem is that the global criterion
ratings are error prone.

M Ilorale ratings--self-report criteria: Ten of 72 correlations
between these two domins are significant beyond the .05 level.
That porportion is graater than what woJld be expected by chance,
but the relationship between the two domairs cannot be regarded
as strikingly large. Table 4.28 depicts the relationships which
were found to be s inificant at the .05 level or better. Two
imfdly encouraging results are the correlations between morale
ratings and self-reported "ovn morale" and "unit morale" provided
by soldiers in the sampie's platoons. Self-perceived own morale
is significantly related to the following morale rating scales:
Superior-Subordinate Relations; Bearing, Appearance, etc.; and
Overall Morale . Soldier estimates of unit morale correlate
significantly with Reaction to Adversity (p<.05) and Bearing,
Appearence, etc. (p-.Ol). The relationship between overall
platoon morale 4 as measured by~the rating scales :and self.:per-
ception of unit morale nears significance as well (r .24).

These correlations, though certainly not l.rge in magnitude, are
mildly encouraging because .hey are derived from variables
measuring the same construct in very different ways. The results
discussed in this section provide some evidence for the validity
of the morale ratings and of th, unit composites of self-reported
morale. That is, these measures demonstrate convergent validity
in the Campbell and Fiske (1959) sense, and they indicate a
certain degrPP nf discriminant validity as well. DiscriiiaiiL
validity is indicated because the morale ratings relate more
substantially to self-reported morale than they do to self-tepoiL
variables measuring other content areas. In addition, it is
likly that the relationships between self-report and rated morale
are attenuated considerably by the relatively low reliability
possessed by the morale rating scales at the platoon level. Even
reliability of the composite overall morale scale reached only .49.

4Recall that an overall morale variable was developed by summing ratings
across the seven individual morale scales.
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Tat le 4.28

Significant Correlations Between Morale Ratings
and Self-report Criteria (Platoon Level)

Variables Correlation Significance Level

Comunity Relations -
VD Korea -.30 .05

Reactions to Adversity -
Unit Morale .30 .05

Superior-Subordinate Relations -Own ro rale .32 .05

Bearing and Appearance -
Pride in Being Member of Army .29 .05

Bearing and Appearance -
Own Morale .30 .05

Bearing and Appearance -
Unit Mora!e .36 .01

Bearing and Appearance -
Plans to Reenlist .28 .05

Pride in Unit -
VD Korea -.34 .05

Overall Morale -
Own Morale .27 .05

Overall Morale -

VD Korea -.26 .05

I!



AnotlI ei- rei I t i-n sh ip wla eh i nd icates ValIid( ty for thle morale I
scales5 is thle Commun it i Rel Iat 1loriInC ide nce of VD in Korea 7:0r-
reIa I i on (- .30, v .05) . Those plIatLoons which have a relIat ivelIy

hih i nc idecnce o f V D apparny te 11 Lcnd to0 haVo 1ow mora I c d i reelted
towarId the Ko rea n na tfinals , and ( 1 paLe011ii ith a l OW inc idenlce
of VI) tend to Possess reIZltivel y hligi Moralec wi th res!pect, to
SU r round inq Lommunl it ies.

Ill suml, thle plIatloon level cor re I at i ona I ana Iys i demlons t-a ted
somie evidence for thle validity of thfe varis mea0sureCs. I oweve r,
certa in quest ions1 reina in , espcec ia II y Concern i nq thfe relat.ionsh ip
be tween the sat i sfaction/motivation cons truCLt and both thle
global criterion and morale rat ings. The vaist majority of thle
relationships were either nonsignificant or, counter-intuitive.
These results Suggest either that thfe satisfactionl/mlotivationl
dollahin is I-e Ia ted to mor01ale and unit Cr iter-ia mIuchI di ffe rentlIy
than assumed or* that one or' more sets of variables was poorly
Measured It thle platoonl level. The latter '"possibility' appears
m eI likelIy . Recal Ii hat often a very smalli per-centage of a
platoon's soldiers was available for quest ionnai re admiiStration.
The smal1l numiberi of persons representi ng each plateon may welil
have seriously affected the stabiliIty Of co.Ipostk'e CclhstrVct and
Self- report ciiterion measuires it thle pAClatoo level. If aF
s i grif i cant di stor tion of mean platoon scoreb occu rred for Lt ese
variabies, then obvle-isly thec relationships between morale ratings-
and these variabies would also bv distorted. ThIus , as rSen -0 1t,
final judgments cannot be made about the adequacy of platoon
level measurIes Of sat i 3faCt ionl/meltivat ionl constructs and self-
rei)oi-t criteria for reOflecting ICCurl-LOy a platoon"'. Stanldinq9
onl thicse vaiiabl es. It canl be concluded that rat ing platoon
mor-al1e mnay be vc.-y di ff icul t. The low in teri-ater agreement11 indices
obtained for- plaLOOnI mor0ale rat ings vividly HilSlstrae tile
1)roble m. However , a more extensive Ind rcprcs ri tati ye saip 1 i rig
Of plIatoonls' Sold iers is r-equiried to isur0 a 1p1opel0' aSSCS:;110nt
oif thle Ire Iat ionsh ips beftw-- morale and the var iablIes wit hini tilie
arecas of met ivat ionl/sat Is fac! ion and cwlf-roporteld cr ite ri a at
thle latoon level.

Cumalay levelI anajysis - A correlation and Iybi:, very S imiilar to that per for-Med
at the platoon level was used WithI thle company diata.- Therefore , thle Samle
reporting format is Used Within this sect ~or ais was used in thle platoon
anlalysis SOCioin. Agjain , the relationships5 across the thre5 domains are
examnined inl a pairiwise fash ion. Since thle Ns for these anfalyses are very

5 There is erie less ''domiain' to consider at thle comlpanly level bccauSe
global criterion ratings wer-e net avalable foi- compaoiies.
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small (14-16), all relationships exceeding the .10 level of significance
are reported. A trend analysis designed to study further- the relation-
ship between morale and other clomains is also reported. Table 4.29
displays the complete correlation matrix among variables within the
motivation/satisfaction, morale, and self-reported criterion domains.

1. Satisfaction/motivation constructs--self-report criteria: In
terms of relationships between these two domains, 21 of 54 cor-
relations are significant at the .10 level, while only about five
would be expected by chance. Clearly the relationship between
variables from these two domains is strong. Referring to Table
4.30, first notice that self-reported morale is strongly related
to Overall Satisfaction with the Army and Satisfaction with
Superiors. Of the six constructs, Overall Satisfaction with the
Army also is most highly correlated with Pride In the Army and
with Plans to Reenlist. As with the platoon level analysis,
self-report variables related to incidents such as Article 15s
were not very predictable using motivation/satisfaction constructs.
Perhaps the extremely low base rate of these Incidents in the
data precludes'the;,posslbillty~ofbbtainlrtg ,substantl,6ilrel 1lon-
ships with other variables.

2. Satisfaction/motivation constructs--morale ratings: The general
level of the relationships between these domains Is weak--only
4 of 42 correlations are significant at the .10 level or better
compared to 4 of 42 to be expected by chance. Therefore, results
displayed in Table 4.31 should be interpreted with extreme
caution. However, Overall Satisfaction with the Army correlates
significantly with three aspects of morale and with the unit
weighted composite of overall morale (r - .54, p<.05). Conse-
quently, it seems fair to conclude that overall satisfaction
relates substantially to company morale ratings. Although not
reflected in Table 4.31, it is of interest to notice that
Satisfaction with Management and Communications (a 12-item
Cureton scale)correlates significantly with five morale scales
and overall morale.

3. Morale ratings--self-report criteria: Finally, the relationships
between self-report criteria and morale ratings at the company
level are examined. The significantly related variables are
displayed In Table 4.32. The most consistently high relationships
across these two domains are between self-reported company morale
(both self and unit), and company level morale as rated by officers
and NCOs. Overall, the pattern of intercorrelations between self--
reported morale and morale ratings provides substantial evidence
for the validity of our morale rating scales when they are used
at the company level. Not only are the correlations high between
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Table 4.30

Significant Correlations Between Satisfaction/Motivation
Constructs and Self-report Criteria (Company Level)

Variables Correlation Significance Level

Motivation -
Self-perceived Effectiveness .53 .05

Motivation -
Pride in Being Member of Army .55 .05

Motivation -
Unit Morale .45 .10

Motivation -
Plans to Reenlist .55 .05

Overall Satisfaction -
Self-perceived Effectiveness .51 .05

Overall Satisfaction -
Pride in Being Member of Army .83 .01

Overall Satisfaction -
Own Morale .73 .01

Overall Satisfaction -
Unit Morale .74 .01

Overall Satisfaction with Army -

Article 15s in Career .52 .05
Overall Satisfaction

Plans to Reenlist .73 .01
Satisfaction with Job -

Self-perceived Effectiveness .39 .05
Satisfaction with job -

Pride in Army .45 .10
Satisfaction with Superiors -

SCef-perceived Effectiveness .68 .01
Satisfaction with Superiors -

Pride in Being Member of Army .54 .05
Satisfaction with Superiors -

Own Morale .64 .01
Satisfaction with Superiors -

Unit Morale .64 .01
Satisfaction with Superiors -

Plans to Reenlist .45 ,10
Satisfaction with Co-workers
Self-perceived Effectiveness .50 .05

Satisfaction with Pay -
Self-perceived Effectiveness .45 .10

Satisfaction with Pay -
Pride in Being Member of Army .62 .05

Satisfaction with Pay -
Article 15s Last Year .47 .10
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Table 4.31

Significant Correlations Between Satisfaction/Motivation
Constructs and Morale Ratings (Company Level)

Variables Correlation Significant Level

Overall Satisfaction -
Teanork and Cooperation .63 .01

Overall Satisfaction -
Reactions to Adversity .62 .0I

Overall Satisfaction -
Bearing and Appearance .54 .05

Satisfaction with Superiors -

Tea ork and Cooperation .50 .05
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Table 4.32
Significant Correlations Between Morale Ratings

and Self-report Criteria (Company Level)

Variables 
Correlation Significance Level

Community Relations -
Article 15s Last Year - 67 .01Teamwork and Cooperation -Self-perceived Effectiveness .50 .10Teamwork and Cooperation -Pride in Being Member of Army ,47 .10Teamwork and Cooperation -Own Morale 

.01Teamwork and Cooperation - 85Unit Morale 

.02Teafwork and Cooperation - .82.01Plans to Reenlist 
.64 .05Reactions to Adversity ..Self-perceived Effectiveness .58 .05Reactions to Adversity -

Pride in Being Member of Army .49 .10
Reactions to Adversity -

Own Morale 
.82 .01Reactions to Adversity -

Unit MoraleReactions to Adversity -. 70OPlans to Reenlist 
.e6 .05Superior-Subordinate Relations -Self-perceived Performance .51 .10Superior-Subordinate Relations -Self-perceived Effectiveness .54 .10Supeiior-Subordinate Relations -Own Mora le 

.64 05Superior-Subordinate Relations -Unit Morale 
.62.0Performance and Effort -

05Own Morale 
.51.10Bearing and Appearance - .5Pride in Being Member of Army .53 .10Bearing and Appearance -Own Morale 
7.01Bearing and Appearance - .70

Unit Morale .68 O0
Bearing and Appearance -. 8Plans to Reenlist 

.50 .10

I'
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Variable Correlation Significance Level

Pride in Unit -
Own Morale .61 .05

Pride in Unit -
Unit Morale .58 .05

Overall Morale -

Self-perceived Effectiveness .46 .10
Overall Morale -

Own Morale .79 .01
Overall Morale -

Unit Morale .71 .01
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self-report and rated morale but alao they are higher than
the correlations between rated morale and other self-report
criteria and between rated morale and the satisfaction/motiva-
tion constructs. These results demonstrate a certain degree
of discriminant validity which in turn suggests that at the
company level the morale construct is being measured validly
separate from the satisfaction, motivation, and performance
domains. These findings are especially gratifying because, as
mentioned earlier, company morale was being measured in two
very different ways--officer and NCO ratings of each company
and questionnaire responses summed across members of each
company. Despite these differences in measurement technique
the relationship between the two company morale estimates is
strong.

The highest correlation between these two groups of variables
is between the Teamwork and Cooperation scale and own morale
item (r = .85, p<.Ol). The same scale correlates .82 (p<.Ol)
with sold;ers' estimates of unit morale. This result is incon-
sistent with the platoon level analysis where Bearing, Appearance,
Etc., and Reaction to Adversity were correlated most highly
with soldiers' estimates of their own and their unit's morale.
Thus, we can make no definite inference about what facet or facets
of morale reflect most closely soldiers' implicit definitions
of the morale construct.

Other self-report criteria "predictable" with one or more
dimensions of the morale rating scales are Plans to Reenlist,
Pride in the Army, Self-perceived Performance and Effectiveness,
Incidents of VD in Korea, and Article 15s Last Year. Teamwork
and Cooperation is the scale most highly related to Plans to
Reenlist (r = .64, p<.Ol), but two other scales also correlate
significantly ,ith company members' Plans to Reenlist. The
self-perceived effectiveness ci iterion is related significantly
to Superior-Subordinate Relations (r = .54, p<.05), Teamwork and
Cooperation (r = .50, p<.05), Reaction to Adversity (r = .58,
p<.O5), and Overall Morale (r = .49, p<.lO). Thus, in companies
which contain relatively effective performers, the morale tends
to be high. In those companies containing relatively ineffec-
tive performers, morale tends to be lower. Other significant
relationships between morale ratings and self-report criteria
are shown in Table 4.32.
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Trend analysis. Because of the smal N| in the company level correlational
analysis, a trerJ component analysis was used to confirm the relationships
between company morale ratings and the satisfaction/motivation construct
variables along with selected self-report criterion measures. The trend
analysis, an application of analysis of variance, tests the null hypothesis
that two variables are not related to each other in any systematic manner.
This analysis possesses the advantage of providing an estimate of the
strength of quadratic and higher order relationships as well as linear
effects. Also, trend analysis uses individual respondents' variable
scores as data points, using within company variability to estimate the
strength of the relationship. For this project, the 14 companies were
rank ordered from highest to lowest according to their mean morale ratings
(using a!] company level morale ratings) and each "dependent" variable was
submitted to a trend component analysis.

Fable 4.33 displays the results of !7 separate trend analyses. The
linear trend column is of most interest. Seven of the 17 variables
studied possess significant linear relationships with morale beyond the
.05 level, two well beyond the .001 level. The two self-report morale
variables--own morale and unit morale--were the most highly related to
average morale, confirming the earlier correlational results. In :erms
of composite constructs, Overall Satisfaction and Satisfaction with Superiors
were significantly related to overall morale. Thus, although the company
level correlational analysis suggested a weak relationship, in general,
between morale and the composite constructs, Overall Satisfaction and
Satisfaction with Superiors seem definitely related (in a positive direc-
tion) to company morale. Further, these results suggest that company'
morale is not simply synonomous with the sum of individuals' satisfaction.
Instead, it seems to be related selectively to certain aspects of satis-
faction--overall affect toward the Army and the way soldiers feel about
their superiors.

The other variables significantly related to morale ratings are Satis-
faction with Community, Satisfaction with Communications, and Pian: to
Reenlist. Results also confirm reasonably substantial relationships
between rated morale and these three variables in the company level
correlational analysis. Finally, one quadratic trend is highly sig-
nificant-- rate4, company morale and Pride in the Army. Inspection of
the Pride in the Army means for the 14 companies shows that these two
variables have a U-shaped relationship--comparatively high pride in the
Army being exhibited both by high and low morale companies with com-
panies intermediate in terms of morale consisting of soldiers low on
the Pride in Army variable.

6
G. A. Ferguson desdcibes trend component analyses in his text, Statistical
analysis in psychology and education. New York: McGraw Hill, 1966
(Chapter 21).
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Table 4.33
Trend Component Analysis Results of Relationships Between(nipany Level Morale Ratings and Selected Variables

Dependent 
Significance Level Significance LevelVariables for Linear Trend for Quadratic Trend1, Motivation 

.49 .99
2. Overall Satisfaction withthe Army 

.00004 .493. Satisfaction with Job .71 .134. Satisfaction with Superiors .02 .84
5. Satisfaction with Co-workers .11 .676. Satisfaction with Pay .82 .02
7. Self-perceived Performance .33 .42
8. Self-perceived Effectiveness 

.12 .06
9. Satisfaction with Community .002 .06

10. Satisfaction with Communication .001 .0311. Pride in Being Member of Army .13 .008
12. Own Morale item 

.00000; 
44

13. Unit Morale Item 
.000002 .22

14. Article 15s in Cdreer 
.18 .39

15. Plans to Reenlist .03 24
16. Article Ss Last Year .76 27
17. VD During Korean Tour .46 .46

L1
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Referring to company level results in general, tentative support was
provided for the construct validity of satisfaction and motivation
constructs and of the morale rating scales. This "construct validity"
took the form of significant relationships between variables acrosb
these three domains which seemed reasonable conceptually. For example,
the satisfaction and motivation construct variables related with self-
report criteria to an extent well beyond that expected by chance.
Furthermore, the significant correlations between such variable pairs as
Self-perceived Effectiveness and Motivation, and Plans to Reenlist and
Overall Satisfaction with Army life imply that the constructs developed
from questionnaire scales and items are measuring what they "should be."
Perhaps the single most striking pattern of results at company level
involved the relationship between self-reported troop morale and ratings
of company morale using our seven dimension rating format. Despite the
two very different methods of measuring morale--summed questionnaire
responses and ratings--empirical relationships between the two variable
sets were very large, with correlations reaching the .80s. These results
indicate that the morale rating scales are providing information about
company units conceptually very similar to what soldiers think of when
they are asked to report their own and their unit's morale. This
"convergent validity," in addition to the excellent interrater reliability
provided by the morale scales used at the company level, suggests that
the morale rating instrument is validly tapping the company morale construct.

Prel iminary, Conclusions

The two central purposes of this project are (a) to develop rating scales
to evaluate the .,lurale of units; and (b) to recommend questionoaire scales/
items best suited for measuring the satisfaction, motivation, and morale
of individual soldiers in the Army. Vihat is the status now with respect
to these goals?

Morale Rating Scales

FirsE, morale scales have been developed and field tested in Korea. The
scales' leniency and restrictien of range errors were judged to be of
minimal concern based on the Eighth Army data. The halo error did seem
to be quite severe, especially at the platoon level. However, it is
always difficult to know the extent of the true correlations among morale
categories and thus the seriousness of the halo error.

The approach to assessing the morale instrument also included attention
to the ancillary but important questions of "who can best use the scales?"
and "what kinds of units (companies or platoons) are most legitimately
rated using the scales?" Interrater reliability results using Eighth
Army data suggest that officers and NCOs are probably equally qualified
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to use the scales, but that reliability is increased (especially at
the platoon level) when both officers and NCOs provide ratings. This
increase in reliability is accomplished because of the increased number
of raters. Furthermore, it appears that the morale of companies can
be rated significantly more reliably than Platoon morale.

Still another facet of the assessment of the morale rating scales
involved an examination of the relationships between rated morale and
other variables available within this study. This was essentially a
construct validation approach in which tile reiationships between morale
and other variables conceptuafly similar were examined to evaluate the
construct validity of the instr'jment. One major problem with this
approach is that the relationships between the morale construct and the
domains of satisfaction and motivation as well as the areas measured by
certain criterion variables are riot well known, a priori. That is, one
cannot simply out!ine the relationships that should exist among tile domains
of morale, satisfaction, motivation, and certain criteria and then compare
the empirical results with this a priori, known correlation matrix. Indeed,
one contribution this study cao hopefully provide is a notion of what
morale is and what it is related to. Thus, our approach included a
i'oad brush examination of relationships between morale and other
variables to ascertain the sensibility of these relationships.

Data analysis resu!ts suggest that morale as measured at the platoon
level relates significantly to very few variables in the satisfaction,
motivation, and criterion domains. This information is not too damaging
in its own right; however, rated morale also correlates only modestly
with self-report morale at the platoon level, and as previously discussed,
the interrater agreement concerning the level of platoon morale is dis-
couragingly low for the scales.

Results of this preliminary construct validation effort at the company
level were more successful. First, the interrater reliability of the
scales is adequate. Second, the linear relationship between rated
morale and self-report morale is high, suggesting that company
morale ratings and soldier perceptions of morale are tapping the same
domain. Finally, the correlations between rated morale and other
variables seem "sensible," although relationships between the ratings
and the two other domains--satisfaction/motivation constructs and self-
report criteria--are low in general. An example of a "sensible"
relationship is that morale is significantly related to two aspects of
satisfaction which seem conceptually related to morale. Overall, company
level results from the Seventh Army data suggest that morale can be
relidbly 8hd vafldly .valuated, Furthef, the morale construct appears to
be ioderately related to certain-aspects of, satisfaction and very weakly
re-lat6d to company members' motivation to work.
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Questionnaire Scale/Item Selection

The strategy for selecting questionnaire scales and/or items to measure
the satisfaction and motivation domains was fi.,st to identify a reasonable
structute for the two domains. That is, we sought to develop a framework
for the satisfaction/motivation "space" capable of describing comprehen-
sively the multivariate domain represented by these two broad constructs.
This was treated as at least partially an empirical question. Therefore,
after gathering questionnaire instruments which togethcr seemed to
"coveril all areas of satisfaction and motivation mentioned in ,elevant
literature, a sample of soldiers completed these scales and items. Then,
the intercorrelations among these variables were submitted to a factor
analysis. Results of the factor analysis along with conceptual considera-
tions provided the rationale "or selecting six constructs each being of
practical and theoretikal interest in its own right.

Next, instrument scales and items measuring these aspects of motivation
and satisfaction were selected using six criteria which insured relatively
"1pure" measures of each construct. For the 22 variables so chosen, con-
siderable convergent and discriminant ialidity was demonstrated through
a multiconstruct-mul.timethod analysis of the Eighth Army questionnaire
responses. If the satisfaction/motivation construct framework developed
in Korea also provides a reasonable means for structuring Seventh Army
data, the instruments generating these 22 variables should forw the core
of the final satisfact on/motivation questionnairt package to be del-vered
to the Army. That is, provided that the-validity of the multiconstruct-
multimethod framework is confirmed in Germany using these 22 variables,
the conceptual and empirical usefulness of measuring satisfaction and
motivation within this structure m,kes imperative the inclusion of vari-
ables cont-ibutlng to this framework Also contingent upon Seventh Army
data analysis results, instruments containing other variables may be
selected for the final package if they relate well to criteria or to rated
morale in both samples. For example, oased on Eighth Army results alone, it
apyvars ,,at Satisfaction -.1th Commun ications (Coretonn and the items
,measuring unit and own ,orale should be included in the questionnaire
package because of their correlations with criteria dnd morale ratings.

Thus, one of our final products delivered to the iArmy will be not only
a list of questionnaires considered promising for measuring soldiers'
satisfaction and motivation but also a framework for meaningfully bun-
marizing responses in a theoretically and practically useful manner.
Discovery and validation of such a framework should provide Army decision
makers with a convenient way to conceptualize these domains, and an
empirically defensible method for assessing soldiets and units on individ-
ual facets of these domains.
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CHAPTER V

FIFLD TEST OF INSTRUMENTS: SEVENTH ARMY, GERMANY

The purpose of this phase of the study was twofold: (a) to evaluate
the generalizability of the morale scaies and motivation and satisfac-
tion constructs to a different military setting; and (b) to add behavioral
richness to the morale scales when the data so dictaLed--a boot-strapping
approach. The several steps planned for the Seventh Army phase of the
study, therefore, Included (a) gathering additional behavioral examples
using the same workshop procedure as was used in the National Guard and
Eighth Army; (b) comparing the morale scales developed In the first two
settings with the scales deveiopcd in the Seventh Army; (c) conducting
a final retranslatlon and scaling procedure for all--National Guard,
Eighth Army, an(: Sventh IArmy--morale examples; 77d (d) administering
the same motivation and job satisfaction measures to Seventh Army
enlisted personnel as had been administered to Eighth Army enlisted
personnel.

Development of Morale Scales

Sampl Ie

'he major units furnishing personnel for the Seventh Army were 32nd
AADCOM and TASCOM. The procedure useJ to gaher examples was Identical
to the procedure used with the National Guard and E ighth Army samples.
The participating units were asked to furnish 20 officers, 20 NCOs, and
20 EM (for the purpose of thi. study EM are E-4 and below but including
SP-5). Eighreen officers, 19 NCOs, and 20 EMs attended one of the lhree
workshops with each workshcp lasting an entire day. The participants
were Instructed to think about situations which had actually occurred
which they thought indicated the m)rale of individuals or units aid wriLv
those situations down. The participants ginerated 445 examples.

Classification and Rating.of Morale Exa.2.1_Le

PDI researchers edited and tentatively classified each example Lhat the
Seventh Army personnel wrote. Ten categories resulted. The ten categories
and definitions are:

A. Connunity Relations. Becoming involved as individuals or units in

community activities; establishing friendships with local civilians;
treating local civilians with dignity and r-cspect; versus showing a
lack of interest in community problems; looking down on persons in
the community and treating them disrespectfully or abusively; not
participating In civilian activities.



158.

B. Teamwork and Cooperation. Working and playing well together as a
unit; pitching in to help others get things done; sacrificing for
other unit members or the unit as a whole; versus shdwing indifference
toward the Job related or personal problems of other unit members;
displaying selfish Interest In one's own welfare and a lack of con-
cern for the well-being of other individuals or the unit; failing
to work together smoothly; fighting and conflicts among members of
the unit.

C. Reactions to Adversity. Accepting hardships readily; sticking it
out in the face of adversity; putting up with hardship conditions
without complaint; versus giving up or withdrawing when faced with
obstacles; sustained bitching and grumbling about Isolated, uncom-
fortable, or unpleasant conditions; refusing to persist in accom-
plishing the mlssion when pcrsonal comfort, safety, or other basic
needs are not bcing meL.

D. Superior-Subordinate Relations. Trust and respect between subordi-
'.nates and superiors In the unit; subordinates and superiors willing

to spend informal tLime together (drinking beer, etc.); talking over
personal concerns together; superiors pitching in and helping with
the work when called for; working together without regard to rank;
versus superiors and subordlnates not associating with or talking with
each other; superiors harassing and nit-picking subordinates; sub-
ordinates "getting back at" superiors by reprisals or threats of
reprisals.

E. Performance and Effort on the Job. Trying hard to do well on the job;
performing well; spending extra time and effort to get the job done;
suggesting way to Improve the way the job is done; taking the initia-
tive to do the job well; versus exp(;nding little or no effort toward
doing wall on the job; lack of concern for job effectiveness; poor
performance.

F. Bearin., Appearance, Marching, and Military Courtesy. Crisp military
appearance; having military haircuts; pride in personal and barracks
appearance; marching smartly; good military courtesy; versus unshinn.J
shoes, unkempt and long hair; dirty or nonstandard living quarters;
slouchy posture; failure to silute; poor drill iiid ceremonies or
parade performance.

G. Pride in Unit, Armv .ind Country. Expressing pride and enthusi.isn
for one's country and the Army; showing pride in one's unit by taking
actions to make tho- unit distinctive and clearly identifiable; bragging
about the accomplishments of the unit; challenging and competing wiLh
other units; versus downgrading or expressing indifference for one's
coun ry and the Army; showing a lack of concern for one's unit and it,;
accomplishments; resistlng wearing the uniform or identifyincj unit
insignia.
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H. Use of Time Durinq Off-Duty Hours. Being involved in constructive
or enriching activities off duty; taking advantage of travel
opportunities; being involved in recreational activities; using
military-sponsored recreational activities and facilities;
versus complaining about having nothing to do; not supporting
unit activities; using drugs or alcohol with other individuals
in the unit to relieve boredom.

I. "Gung Ho" Versus FTA (Anti-Army) Behavior. Volunteering for assign-
ments; responding enthusiastically to requests; doing the "right"
thing in the absence of explicit orders; showing eagerness to correct
nonstandard conditions throu&h personal actions or complaints to the
chain of command; versus general bitching; carrying out the letter
but not the spirit of orders and regulations; responding slowly to
orders; refusing to obey orders; willful destruction of property.

J. Oersonal Adjustment. General adjustment and adaptation to Army life;
versus general withdrawal from others; homesickness; excessive and
nonsocial use of alcohol, marijuana, and other drugs; depression;
losing toich with reality; excessive aggression in response to
frustration (killing, destructi.on of property, etc.).

Several similarities and differences are apparent in these scale defini-
tions compared to previous morale scales. Scales A, Community Relations;
C, Reactions to Adversity; D, Superior-Subordinate Relations; and G, Pride
in Unit, Army ana Country possess the same scale titles or names in both
categqrizations. For the most part, the scale definitions of these four
scal3s remain the same.

Scales F, Bearing, Appearance, Marching and Military Courtesy; B, Teamwork
and Cooperation on the Job; and C, Performance and Effort on the Job changed
slightly in scale name. The changes in Scale F, Bearing, Appearance,
Marching, and Military Courtesy were largely dictated by,the researchers'
efforts to ma,<e this scale "cleaner" than it forimerly wss. The multi-
dimensionality of the Korean scale had been a problem during scale develop-
ment yet the field test data fron Korea suggested that it was a valid
scale. The major changes reflect the researchers' effort to downplay
the emphasis on discipline and to take account of examples collected in
Germay which reflect marching and parade appearance.

Scale B, Teamwork and Cooperation on the job and Scale E, Performance and
Effort on the Job were narrowed to include only "on-the-job" behavior
to separate these scales from the new scales, H, Use of Off-Duty Hours
and I, "Gung Ho" Versus FTA (Anti-Army),Behavior. Both of the new scales
have elements in their definitions which. would overlap with the Korean
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stale'definitions of Teamwork and Cooperation and Performance and Effort
if the scales are not limited to "on the job." For example, cooperation
can be shown in places other than work situations. Thus, the addition of
Off-Duty Hours and "Gung Ho" Versus FTA (Anti-Army) Behavior neccssitated
changing the Korean Teamwork and Cooperation scale and Performance and
Effort scale to reflect only work situations.

Three different scales or aspects of morale were added as a result of
the Seventh Army classification. Scales H, Use of Time During Off-Duty
Hours, I, "Gung Ho" Versus FTA (Anti-Army) Behavior, and J, Personal
Adjustment are all new. Use of Off-Duty Hours seemed to be an especially
inportant facet of morale in Germany. Because of trips, tours, and
recreational opportunities which are available in Europe, use of off-
duty hours is moreevldent than It seemed to be In Korea. In Korea.
the almost complete isolation, or dissimilarity in the cultures, made
it more difficult for the soldier to take advantage of his foreign
assignment. Rather in Korea, use of off-duty hours frequently became
subsumed under the category Community Relations. Because the U. S.
forces became involved In so many helping activities such as building
schools or supporting orphanages, many off-duty examples are included
in the Community Relations scale. Without the Korean and National Guard
examples, the definition of a separate scale for Community Relations
would not have been possible. Thus, a major difference between Germany
and Korea was the lack of community relations type items In Germany and
the lack of off-duty time examples In Korea. A new scale "Use of Off-
Duty Hours" was created to more completely define the aspects of morale.
The "Gung Ho" Versus FTA (Anti-Army) Behavior scale is also a new scale.
This scale includes the volunteering aspect which was in the Korean
Performance and Effort scale, the correction of nonstandard conditions,
and destruction of property from the Bearing, Appearance and M iltary
Discipline. Indeed, the low end of the new scale is largely the low end
of the Korean discipline scale. The low end includes refusing to obey
orders, responding to the letter but not the spirit of orders and willful
destruction of property.

The last scale added from this categorization was Scale J, Personal Adjust-
ment. The personal Adjustment scale was added to try to assess the
difference In individual adjustment to the Army. With the Army's new
policy of discharging men early who are not suited to the Army, this scale
seemed particularly important. Units with individuals who are well-
adjusted to the Army should have higher morale than a unit with a large
number of people commonly referred to as "duds," "misfits," "odd balls,'
or ''eight balls."

After the PDI researchers edited the examples, tentatively classified
the examples and defined Lhe scales, the persons who had participated in
the Seventh Army workshops classified and rated the 445 examples. Each
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example was assigned to one of the ten categories and given a rating on
morale. A morale rating was given from 9 (high morale) to ! (low morale),
depending upon the level of morale the rater thought the exAmple displayed.
The officers rated all 4415 examples while the enlisted men each rated onc
half of the examples.

Analysis of Categorizations and Ratngs

Each category was examined to identify examp!es which 50 percent or more
of the raters assigned to the same category. Compared with the Eighth
Army sample and the National Guard sample, the persons In the Seventh
Army sample classified fewer examples consistently. In addition, within
the Seventh Army sample officers tended to rate examples more consistently
than enlisted men. .ble 5.1 shows the number of examples classified
consistently for each scale for officers and enlisted men. Table 5.1 also
shows that officers categorized more examples consistently than enlisted
men for seven of the ten scales. The enlisted men categorized more
examples consistently for two of the ten scales and on one scale the
officers and enlisted men categorized an equal number of examples con-
sistently.

Because the officers classified more items consistently, their data were
used for the subsequent analysis.

Even using the officers' classifications, however, the scales did not
hold up as well as did the scales developed with the Eighth Army and
National Guard. Scale F, Bearing, Appearance, Marching, and Military
Courtesy had a particularly small number of examples reliably classified
in it. The officers' sample categorized only three items consistently
on this scale. Scale J, Personal Adjustment, while represented by 17
examples, was unipolar. The 17 examples ranged from a morale score of
1.31 to 2.86.

Why should this decrement in the consistency of classifying occur? The
researchers feel in retrospect that ten scales may have been too many.
It would be expected that the reliability of thie categorization of examples
might decrease as the number of scales or options increase. Yet this
decrement appeared to be too large to justify this as a singular explana-
tion. It seemed, rather, that splitting the existing scales and adding
additional scales was "splitting hairs." These splits made sense con-
ceptually to the researchers but required the raters to make decisions they
were unable to make.

To resolve these problems it seemed wise to utilize the earlier dimensions
more heaviiy for tltc retranslation process. Consequently, the categories
were redefined and some categories were dropped. Scale I, "Gung Ho"
Versus FTA (Anti-Army) Behavior was de!eted and absorbed by Performance
and Effort on the Job. Scale F.was renamed Bearing, Appearance. and
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Table 5. 1

Examples Classified Consistently
by Seventh Army Officers and Enlisted Men

Number of Examples which 50 Percent or Number of Examples Both Groups

Category More Raters Categorized Similarly Classified Consistently

Officers N=l5* Enlisted Men N=33

A 9 9 8

B 39 29 23

C 10 2 2

D 70 58 47

E 22 13 7

F 3 7 3

G 8 6 5

1 10 7 7

22 1 1

J 17 18 14

210 150 117

*The men that classified these examples were the same men that wrote the
incidents. The Ns in the writing group and rating group are unequal
because some men didn't return for the rating session.

-V
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Military Discipline. Scale J, Personal Adjustment was deleted because
all the items on Scale J were at the low end of the scale (2.86 or lower).

The final scale definitions used for the retranslation--categorizations
and ratings--were:

A. Community Relations. Beccming involved as individuals or units in
community activities; establishing friendships with local civilians;
treating local civilians with dignity and respect; versus showing a
lack of interest in community problems; looking down on persons in
the community and treating them disrespectfully or abusively; not
participating in civilian activities.

B. Te-mwork and CooperaLion on the Job. Working well together as a
unit; pitching in to help others get things done; sacrificiog for
other unit members or the unit as a whole; stayingtogether as a unit
through difficult times; versus showing indifference toward the job
related or personal problems of other unit members; displaying selfish
interest in one's own welfare and a lack of concern for the well-being
of other individuals in the unit.

C. Reactions to Adversity. Accepting hardships readily; sticking it
out in the face of adversity; putting up with hardship conditions
without complaint; versus giving up or withdrawing when faced with
obstacles; sustained bitching and grumbling about isolated, uncom-
forLable, or unpleasant conditions; refusing to persist in accomplish-
ing the mission when persoial comfort, safety, or other basic needs
are not being met; excessive aggression in response to frustration.

D. Superior-Subordinate Relations. Trust and respect between tubordinaLeb
and superiors in the unit; talking over personal concerns together;
supcriors pitching in and helping with the work when called for;
working together without regard to rank; versus superiors and sub-
ordinates not associating with or talking with each other; superiors
Iaras i y and n i t -picki ng bub u inates; tubordi iates "getting baci
at" superiors by reprisals or threats of reprisals.

F. Performance and Effort on the Job. Trying haid to do well on tie
job; performing well; spending extra time and effort to get the .job
done; volunteering for assignments; resoonding enthusiastically to
requests; versus expending little or no effort toward doing well
on the job; lack of concern for job effectiveness; poor performance.

F. Bearing, Appearance, and Military Disci2ln. Crisp military appear-
ance; responding quickly to orders; doing the "right" thing in tile
absence of explicit orders; low frequency of AWOLs; showing an eager-
ness to correct nonstandard conditions; being alert; versus sloppy
appearance; high frequency of AWOLs' willful Jestrjcton cf property;
fighting; refusing to obey orders; carrying out tile letter but not
the spirit of orders and regulations; responding slowly to military
orders.
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G. Pride in Unit, Army, and Country. Expressing pride and enthusiasm
for one's country and the Army; showing pride in one's unit by
taking actions to make the unit distinctive and clearly identifiable;
bragging about the accomplishments of the unit; challenging and com-
petinggwith other units; versus downgrading or expressing indifference
for one's country and the Army; showing a lack of concern for one's
unit and its accomplishments; resisting wearing the uniform or
identifying unit insignia.

H. Use of Time During Off-Duty flours. Being involved in recreational
activities; helping to construct additional recreational facilities;
using military sponsored recreational activities; being involved
in constructive or enriching activities off duty; taking advantage
of travel opportunities; versus complaining about having nothing to
do off duty; not sUpporting unit recreational activities; using
drugs with other individuals in the unit or alone to relieve boredom.

Final Retranslation Effort

One hundred sixty-five examples were selected for the final retranslation
pool. The examples came from three sources! (a) the examples from the
morale scales used with National Guard and Eighth Army samples; (b) examples
classified consistently from the First Seventh Army categorizations; and
(c) selected examples from the National Guard and Eighth Army example pool.

All examples from the National Guard and Eighth Army morale scales were
included in the retranslation sample, except those examples which were
strictly concerned with individual behavior rather than unit behavior.
An example of this Individual-type item is the example at the 2-position
on Scale A, Community Relations on the morale scales used in the Eighth
Army.

This soldier got drunk in the local village and broke a window
in a Korean taxi cab.

Examples classified consistently durig the first ratings by Seventh Army
men were added to the examples from the National Guard and Korean scales.
This second group of examples included the consistently classified ones
from the Use of Off-Duty Hours scale. No examples for this scale came from
the National Guard and Eighth Army pool because the scale was developed in
Germany. To identify examples for this scale, all of the examples in the
National-Guard and Eighth Army pools were reread. Examples which the
researchers felt mi gh t be c lass fled in t hi s scale were extracted and addcd
to the Soventh Army retranslation example pool.
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Nine officers and 16 enlisted men classified and rated the 165 examples
in the retranslation pool. The petce'itage of raters assigring each
ex3mple to the eight categories and the mean morale rating is shown in
Table 5.2. PDI researchers assigned tems to categories based upon the
consistency of tile category assignments. Examples which were assigned
to categories by 50 percent or more of the raters were arrayed within
each of the categories according to their mean morale ratings.

The final scales were developed by selecting examples from these arrays
within categories. The criteria used for selecting examples is explained
in Chapter II.

Scale Constvuction

Judgments obLtined from the final retranslation sample were considere d
first in constructing the final scales. To support the selection of these
examples and capitalize upon all the data collected, summary statistics
were available on all examples which had been classified consistently
by raters in all the other four (National Guard rating, Eighth Army rating,
Eighth Army retranslation, and Seventh Army rating) ratings. A few of
these items were used in the final scale construction when there were
anchors missing from the retranslation pool examples and some items had
to be modified slightly to complete the final scales.

Table 5.3 shows the summary statistics for all the examples finally
selected for scale development. Table 5.3 identifies the example by
scale position and proceeds to show the source of the example 1 and all
the data dvailable for each example. Some examples, i.e., example A-9,
have an abundance of information aoout their statistical properties over
a large number of Army personnel. On the other hand, example A-3 has
summary statistical iti formation available from only the initial rat ing
and retranslation in Germany.

The final scales and scale definitions are shown in Appendix L. To
complete the final scales, one slight modification was made in cattgory
lebel. The name of Scale B, Teamwork and Cooperation on the Job wa.
slightly modified to Teamwork a;, 1 Cooperation.

IWhile a large number of these examples are attributed to PDI, this is
somewhat misleading. Occasionally a PDI researcher woula write an example
to fill a hole in a scale. More often, however, previous examples were
changed, altered, or modified. Whenever these changes si nificantly alteredi
the example, the new incident was assigned to PDI. This ,Veremphasizes
the number of examples assigned to PDI but has the advantage of completel"
preserving the etiology of each example. Only three examples were modified
in any way after the final Seventh Army Rating. These are the items marked

.with an asterisk in Table 5.3.
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Table 5.2

Percentage of Raters Assigning
Each Incident to Each Morale Category

C1 = 25 Raters

Item
Number X A B C D E F G H S.D.

1 6.0 16 60 12 8 4 1.29
2 8.1 4 8 8 80 1 .10
3 6.7 84 16 1 .58
4 8.6 100 .47
5 1.5 88 12 L .59
6 8.4 52 20 28 .68
7 8.3 4 88 8 .83
8 7.3 8 8 76 8 1.92
9 6.9 8 4 88 1 .58
10 7.4 92 4 4 1.15
11 7.1 88 4 8 1.53
12 6.4 12 8 80 1.19
13 7.4 4 4 12 80 1 .42
14 8.1 12 12 76 .85
15 2.5 84 12 4 .95
16 7.0 20 4 60 12 4 1.29

17 7.4 96 4 19
18 7.3 4 24 68 4 1.47
19 5.8 4 48 8 32 8 1.62
20 7.4 72 4 20 4 13
21 7.5 4 °6 1.10
22 5.9 8 4 80 8 1.58
23 8.5 4 8 88 .80
24 5.8 80 12 4 4 1.72
25 5.5 1001 1.09
26 7.7 4 44 32 8 12 16
27 6.6 96 4 1.34
28 1.6 8 60 20 12 1.17
29 7.8 16 80 4 1.17
30 7.5 4 96 1 .27

31 7.5 88 4 8 1.06
32 2.2 4 20 76 .95
33 7.4 4 16 8 52 8 4 4 1.33
34 7.6 4 8 16 20 52 1.90

35- 5.8 4 4 92 1.65
36 7.3 4 12 84 1.41

37 5.2 16 68 4 4 8 1.21
.8 6.6 20 40 24 16 1.17
39 7.7 4 8 80 8 1.03
40 6.8 8 4 76 8 4 1.00
41 1.6 8 24 52 8 8 1.00
42 5.9 8 28 20 24 4 16 1.77
43 7.0 12 4 84 1.29
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I tern
Number X A B C D E F G H S.D.

44 7.8 72 4 24 1.13
45 7.5 80 8 4 8 1.30
46 8.5 8 4 64 4 20 1.12
47 2.6 12 36 4 24 20 4 1.39
48 7.5 4 80 4 4 8 1.61
49 4.5 28 4 4 8 4 20 32 1.79
50 6.9 8 20 72 1.26
51 6.8 76 12 12 1.18
52 7.9 76 4 20 1.00
53 5.5 8 8 4 80 .96
54 3.8 56 4 20 20 1.70
55 1.8 4 60 24 12 1.00
56 7.3 8 12 56 16 4 1.29
57 3.5 32 40 12 12 1.35
58 6.6 92 4 1.22
59 7.6 8 12 16 48 12 1.52
60 7.0 4 96 1.21
61 7.9 4 4 92 1.19
62 4.0 8 44 12 8 12 16 1.86
63 6.8 92 4 4 1.50
64 7.3 88 4 8 1.36
65 3.1 12 8 64 16 1.20

1 66 3.8 8 48 44 1.42
1 67 6.8 4 4 4 88 1.70

68 8.2 '1 40 52 1.21
69 7.1 92 8 1.86
70 3.4 4 8 20 68 1.71
71 1.7 28 32 8 8 24 1.00
72 1.4 64 20 16 1.20
73 2.5 80 4 4 8 4 1.39
74 2.3 8 9 4 80 1.77

V 75 7.5 20 11 56 12 8 1.40
76 2.7 8 16 24 48 4 1.52
77 6.2 36 12 4 48 1.10
78 7.2 88 4 8 1.26
79 3.0 16 32 4 36 8 4 1.59
80 2.4 80 12 4 4 1.51
81 7.4 72 4 8 4 12 1.18
82 7.7 lO0 1.06
83 3.5 4 52 4 12 8 8 12 1.18
84 7.5 24 76 1.20
85 3.6 84 16 1.13
86 2.2 76 20 4 .95
87 8.2 4 76 20 1.18
88 1.5 4 8 88 1.32
89 6.7 32 4 8 12 28 16 1.91



168. (Table 5.2 cont.)

Item
Number X A B C D E F G S.D.

90 2.5 80 4 12 4 1.73
91 1.5 12 88 1.16
92 6.8 8 8 72 12 1.82
93 2.8 100 1.20
94 3.8 40 12 20 28 1.99
95 3.4 8 44 4 4 32 8 1.26
96 4.6 8 12 8 68 4 1.50
97 2.9 24 4 12 52 8 1.89
98 3.3 4 88 4 4 1.87
99 2.7 52 16 28 1.21
100 2.4 8 44 16 24 8 1.63
101 4.9 44 12 12 20 12 2.30
102 7.6 12 80 8 1.40
103 6.6 4 8 4 84 1.62
104 7.2 4 88 4 4 1.50
105 3.8 4 96 1.29
OG 6.3 28 4 12 48 8 1.54

107 3.6 4 88 4 1.38
108 5.9 32 44 24 1.29
109 5.9 88 12 1.18
110 4.4 88 8 4 .90
Ill 1.7 4 4 92 1.46
112 3.2 32 36 8 20 4 1.26
113 3.6 12 20 56 12 1.17
114 6.4 4 12 4 4 4 4 12 56 1.40
115 2.9 32 24 20 12 4 8 2.43
116 1.8 12 76 4 4 4 1.44
117 3.3 8 4 64 4 20 1.56
118 1.6 8 18 44 1,70
119 7.5 4 36 60 1.1!
120 1.6 36 28 12 24 .84
121 2.0 4 92 4 1.35
122 4.1 4 44 12 4 20 12 4 2.00
123 7.1 4 12 60 24 1.30
124 7.6 76 8 4 4 8 1.17
125 3.6 20 8 32 8 24 8 1.84
126 3.0 4 84 12 1.59
127 1.6 4 96 1.42
128 1.8 8 4 76 8 4 2.08
129 6.9 88 4 8 1.62
130 2.2 8 8 20 52 8 4 1.30
131 1.9 20 24 8 8 40 1.38
132 2.8 4 36 4 4 48 4 1.20
133 1.2 12 84 4 .98
134 1.9 46 4 30 16 4 1.55
135 2.1 4 4 4 88 1.36
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I tern
Number X A B C D E F G I S.D.

136 2.3 16 64 . 4 1.29
137 2.8 92 4 4 1.29
138 7.0 4 92 4 1.97
139 1.8 4 76 4 4 12 1.43
140 2.7 16 8 4 56 16 1.30
141 2.1 30 70 1.10
142 2.7 88 4 4 4 1.65
143 2.4 4 76 16 4 1.29
144 1.6 8 4 80 8 .78
145 2.5 4 80 8 8 1.24
146 2.0 84 4 12 1.41
147 1.6 76 20 4 1.15
148 7.8 28 4 4 60 4 1.19
149 7.6 12 4 76 8 1.23
150 2.4 16 4 72 8 2.04
151 1.7 8 4 88 1.58
152 3.2 16 36 48 1.32
153 7.7 100 1.04
154 2.7 28 4 16 48 4 .94
155 7.3 60 4 12 24 2.06
156 1.9 4 88 4 4 1.67
157 2.2 32 64 4 1.68
15., 5.3 8 4 68 4 16 1.23
159 7.7 20 44 8 28 1.50
160 2.3 24 20 52 4 1.18
161 2.2 16 4 72 8 1.21
162 4.7 4 4 4 4 72 12 2.63
163 2.1 16 40 8 36 1.52
164 8.0 8 16 4 20 48 4 .89
165 1.5 8 4 4 48 24 12 1.26
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Summary

Workshops were held with officers and enlisted men from the Seventh Army
in Germany. The morale examples gathered in these workshops were edited,
categorized, and then submitted to the workshop participants C'ne week later
for categorization and rating. Several changes in the Eighth Army-lational
Guard scales were tentatively made in the Seventh Army version. A Use of
Off-Duty Hours scale was developed which necessitated changing the names
and definitions of two other scales slightly, i.e., the Teamwork and
Cooperation scale and Performance and Effort scale were renamed Teamwork
and Cooperation on the Job and Performance and Effort on the Job.

The Bearing, Appearance, and Military Discipline scale was split into
two scalcs: Bearing, Appearance, Marching, and Military Courtesy and
"Gung Ho" Versub FTA (Anti-Army) Behavior. One completely new scale
was added, Personal Adjustment, to measure the ability of unit members
to adjust to the military environment.

When summary stati3tics from the categorization and ratings were analyzed,
not all ten of the scales survived. Either the raters had been required
to make too fine discriminations in categorizing examples or unintended
overlap in the category definitions existed. As a result, some scales
had too few examples to justify retaining the scale.

As a result, the Personal Adjustment scale was dropped because the examples
represented only the negative or unfavorable end of the dimension. The
"Gung Ho" Versus FTA (Anti-Army) Behavior scale was dropped and reabsorbed
into the old 3earing, Appearance and Military Discipline scale. The
examples usee in the National Guard and Eighth Army morale scales, the
examples categorized consistently by the first Seventh Army rating, and
selected items from the original National Guard and Eighth Army exampit.
pools were categorized and rated by Seventh Army personnel. As a result of
this final retranslation effort, one final charge in a scale name was made;
Tearviork and Cooperdtion on the Job was cLhanged Lo simply Teamiwork an1d
Cooperation.

In summary, the scale developed with the National Guard and Eighth Army
held up relatively well in the Seventh Army. The major changes were the
addition of the Use of Off-Duty Hours scale and the modification of some
scale names and definitions.

Administration of Morale Scales,
Job Satisfaction, Motivation, and Morale Booklet,

and Development of Criterion Data

Sample

Six hundred fourteen soldiers E-4 and below (plus Spec. 5s) represent the
Seventh Army sample. Thre6 hurdred twenty-one soldiers were drawn from
the 32nd AADCOM and 293 drawn from TASCOM. Sixteen companies and 47 platoons
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were represented in the sampl ing plan. Table 5.4 depicts the number of
persons from each company and platoon included in the Seventh Army
sample. Notice that the sampling plan for these units was clearly
superlor to the sampling of Eighth Army units. Much better reprtsenta-
tion within platoons was obtained. The minimum number of persons
representing a platoon was seven, with most platoon sized units contribut-
ing ten or more individuals to the sample. In addition, these soldiers

were sampled randomly from each platoon. Soldiers In TASCOM and AADCOM
were drawn carefully to achieve this random sample. For TASCOM units,
researchers first selected three platoon sized units which represented
as faithfully as possible the total company makeup. For example, in a
transportation company containing three truck platoons and one headquarters
platoon, the PDI researchers requested that two of the truck platoons and

the headquarters platoon participate in the study. Then, at the platoon

level, the research staff and company first sergeant identified randomly
12 soldiers according to last digit of their service, numbers. If one or

more soldiers were not available among the group selected Initially,
other soldiers were selected randomly. Fortunately, because the first
sergeant rosters were relatively current, few substitutions were requred.

In AADCOM, researchers used the same procedures except that 15 individuals

were selected randomly from each platoon sized unit. Again, the sampling
plan was adhered to closely except (or four- or five platoons which were
severely undermanned. In those cases, virtually every avilable soldier
in the platoon participated.

Morale Ratinqs

Eight Individual scales and an overall morale scale were used by raters
to evaluate the morale of platoon and company sized units. At the platoon

level, the company coimiander and first sergeant performed the ratiihgs,
while the battalion commander, company commander, and first sergeant
provided morale ratings for companies. The quality of ratings was
evalIiated according to the tollo.ing criteria:

1. Leniency error. As was demonstrated using Eighth Army data,
the mean ratings obtained at both the platoon and company levels
in the Seventh Army suggest that the leniency error was largely
overcome (see Tables 5.5 and 5.6).

The highest mean rating (6.91) is still considerably below the
top of the scale. Further, the median of the 18 mean ratings
shown in Table 5.5 is 6.27, approximately equivalent to the
median (6.31) found with Cighth Army data in Korea and far below
the "ceiling" on the scales 9.O). Thus, the morale scales seem
resistant to the leniency error.
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Table 5.4

The Sample

TASCOM AADCOM

Company Platoon Company Platoon
(Battery) N (Section) N (Battery) N (Section) N

37 0 110"% 13 39 0101 9
1 0210 12 1 0202 16

" 0309 12 "<303 14

38 0110 13 41 0101 10
2 0210 13 2 0202 16

"" 0309 12 <0303 15

35 .,,0110 12 41 0101 16
3210 12 3 /0215 Il

N 0909  11 0316 7
\0417 7

34 0110 12

4 0210 10 4o 0101 7
'0309 12 40205 14

\0304 19
37 0101 II

5 0211 13 40 0101 21
N"0309 13 5 -- ,0204 19

36 0109 9 39 /0107 15
6 0209 11 6 0208 10

0301 16 "0306 14

37 /0101 13 40 ,Ol! 10
7 0209 15 7 0204 17

\0312 9 N\0305 13

35 .O001  11 38 /0101 9
10213 12 8 " 0202 14

0314 12 \0303 15

*These codes for platoons correspond to the unit identification codes used on
computer printout of Sventh Army data analyses.
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2. Restriction or range. IL is difficult to assess the restriction
of range of the morale ratings, given that the true variability
in morale across units is not known (see Chapteir- ). However,
the median standard deviation for company and platoon ratings
in the Seventh Army sample (1.37), along with the median
obtained for Eighth Army raters (1.21), suggests that little, if
any, restriction of range is present in the morale ratingc.

3. Halo. The median intercorrelation between scales measuring the
eight aspects of morale is .65 both at platoon and company level
(see Tables 5.5 and 5.6). The magnitude of this average is
larger than the magnitude of reliability either at the ;latoon
or company level. Thus, the ratings appear to suffer considerably
from the halo error.

4. Interrater reliability. Interrater reliability results at both

the platoon and company levels appear in Table 5.7. As in Eighth
Army nata analyses, intraclass correlation was used to estimate
reliability. And, since the size of the reliability coefficients
depends on the number of raters providing ratings, 2-rater reli-
ability indices (Spearman-Brown corrected for two raters) appear
in the table, as well. The corrected coefficients enable us to
make crude compar:sons regard'ng the level of reliability
attained under different conditions.IClearly, agreement among raters is greater in rating platoons

L than in rating companies. This result differs from the results
obtained in Korea where raters show2d higher agreement for company
ratings. In addition, Seventh Army platoon level ratings are
more reliable (five of seven comparisons) than company ratings
gathered in the Eighth Army (Korea) when the Spearman-Brown
correction is applied. interrater reliability results in the
Seventh and Eighth Armies suggest that to ensure adequate relia-
bility for the morale scales it is advantageous to gather five or

six sets of ratings from persons qualified to evaluate morale of
the units being studied. Nevertheless, the reliability of several
individual scales and the overall morale scale is sufficiently
high to enable assessment of relationships at the company/platoon
level between morale and cther variables.

Global Criterion Ratinqs

Global criterion -dtings for companies and platoons were provided by the
same reters who provided morale ratings--company commanders and first
sergeants at platoon level and battalion commandeis, company commanders.

and first sergeants at company level. Interrater reliability results at
the platoon and company levels are depicted in Table 5.8. Here again the
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platoon results are more promising than company results. At the company
level the dissent and drug abus, scales are unusable because of insuf-
ficlent reliability, and two others--destruction/sabotage and participa-

tion in drives possess marginal reliability. Two scales at the platoon
level (racial disturbances and participation in drives) lack sufficient
reliability to be used in later analyses.

Questionnaire Data Analysis

In this section the data derived from scales/items included in the ques-
tionnaire are described. Also presented are results of a factor analysis
of Seventh Army questionnaire variables and our choices of scales/items
to be used 1o represent motivation and satisfaction constructs in sub-
sequent analyses.

Description of the Data

ARI wished to include a number of questionnaires in the AADCOM question-
naire booklet, and since the size uf the booklet had to be limited to
assure manageable administration time, certain scales and items were
eliminated from the AADCOM questionnaire booklet on the basis of Fighth
Army results. Specifically. sevcral scales/items which had not ente-ed
into the motivation/ .atisfaction construct framework were dropped. All
scdies/items which showed some promise for representing constructs or
which were of conceptual i'.terest (e.g., Satisfaction with Communications--
Cureton; Pride in the Army item--Curetoi) remained in the AADCO1i booklet.

Table 5.9 displays the number of unusable questionnaire instruments
within the Seventh Army sample. As was discussed in Chapter IV, these
figures provide one criterion of instrument "goodness" for Army use.
If many Army personnel refuse to complete a particular instrument, this
measure may be less desirable for use than a measure which soldiers com-
plete properly. Overall, results pr,-sented in Table 5.. arc pronising.
Few instruments were left blank or completed in a grossly incompetent
manner.

Identifying, Valid Motivation/Satisfaction Const.ucts

Again, a factor analytic approach was used as a guide in developing a
*ramework of constructs meaningful for measuring motivation and satisfac-
tion in the Army. Variables entering into the factor analysis are those
appearing in both the TASCOM and AADCOM booklets. These 46 motivation,
satisfaction, and morale variables were subjected to a principal components
factor analysis and the resultant factors were rotated to the varimax
criterior.. A six factor solution appears to be the most psychologically

rmeaningful. Complete results of the factor solution appear in Table 5.10.
The following factors emerge from tne analysis (percent variance accounted
for by each factor appears after the factor label):
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Tab le 5.9

Number of Blank or Unusa'le Questionnaire Instruments

Instrument Number Blank or Unusable

M I Q1 15

Patchen ioLivation Scale 29

Brayfield-Rothe Job Satisfa .,ion 45

Sum of Effort Expectancies 27

Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire Total 34

Sum of Valences 19

ARI Discipline Scale* 13

Sears SatisfaCLion Scales 28

Sum of "Prior Expectancies" 9

Survey of Organizations Scales 6

Cureton Scales 12

Job Description Index 37

*Instruments used only in TASCOM
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Table 5.10

Results of Varimax Rotation Applied to
Factor Analysis of Questionnaire Data (46 variables)

Variables Factors

I I Ill IV V VI

Valence ,02 -.77 -.C5 .06 .22 -.07
Expectancy -.34 -.36 .42 -.25 .11 -.34

Valence x Expectancy -.15 -.73 .19 -.13 .21 -.27
Patchen -.20 -.42 .12 -.60 -.02 -.02

MSQ Total Satisfaction -.33 -.18 .55 -.49 .06 -.22

MSQ Intrinsic Satisfaction -.32 -.23 .44 -.56 .07 -.16

MSQ Extrinsic Satisfaction -.29 -.06 .67 -.28 .04 -.35
Brayfield-Rothe Satisfaction -.40 -.21 .22 -.71 .09 -.03
Prior Expectancy About Army Life -.56 -.11 .45 -.33 .15 -.30
S.O.O. Supervisory Support -.20 -.06 .81 -.08 .17 -.07
S.O.C, Supervisory Goal Emphasis -.10 -.29 .64 .04 .18 .06
S.O.O. Peer Support - 04 -.17 .15 .08 .76 .09
S.O.O. Peer Goal Emphasis -.27 -.21 .23 -.27 .48 .08

S.O.O. Overall Satisfaction -.43 -.22 .49 -.34 .20 -.50

Cureton Job Satisfaction .49 .19 -.23 .66 -.16 .11

Cureton Community .61 .07 -.18 .11 -.22 .17
Cureton Army as a Whole .66 .28 -.23 .31 -.04 .39
Cureton Communication .65 .13 -.33 .20 -.20 .30
Cureton Item No. 18 (AADCOM Item No. 9) .51 .17 -.20 .20 -.04 .20

Cureton Item No. 29 (AADCOM It-n No. 15) .48 -.06 -.34 .02 .00 .12

Cureton Item No. 33 (AADCOM Item No. 17) .59 .12 -. 111 .13 -.19 .04
Cureton Item No. 51 (AADCOM Item No. 32) .53 .45 -.13 .23 .03 .22

Cureton Item No. 58 (AADCOM Item \o. 37) .01 .18 .06 .17 -.17 .01
Cureton Item No. 70 (AADCOM Item No. 43) -.57 -.24 .06 -.24 -.04 -.26
JDI Work -.4o -.16 .28 -.67 .17 -.10
JDI Supervision -.24 -.06 .70 -.19 .19 -.14

JDI Pay -.26 .05 .05 -.05 .11 -.67
JDI Promotions -.33 .02 .40 -.27 .10 -.36

JDI Co-Workers -.13 .03 .10 -.16 .71 -.14
Sears Supervision -.09 -.01 .57 -.35 .13 -.24

Sears Kind of Work -.17 -.19 .09 -.74 .09 -.14

Sears Co-Workers -.05 -.13 .10 -. 47 .53 -. 16
Sears Financial Rewards -.16 -.11 .17 -.14 -.10 -.60

Self-Rating of Effort -.16 -.66 .10 -.37 .08 .01
Self-Rating of Performance -.06 -.66 .15 -.21 .09 .04

Worthwhile to Try Hard (Self-Report) -.40 -.55 .21 -.24 -.01 -.10
Self-Rating of Effectiveness -.26 -.6u .09 -.22 -.05 -.01
Own Morale -.70 -.17 .12 -.24 .10 -.13
Unit Morale -.71 .03 .11 -.14 .13 -.04
SO.O. Item No. I (Satisfaction with Co-Workers) -.01 -.13 .29 -.08 .66 -.06
S.O.O. Item No. 2 (Satisfaction with Supervisor) -.22 -.09 .78 -.15 .14 -.13
S.OO. Item No. 3 (Satisfaction with Job) -.29 -.16 .26 -.67 .15 -.15
S.O.O Item No. 4 (Satisfaction with Army) -.55 -.20 24 -.22 -.15 -.31
S.O.O. Item No. 5 (Satisfaction with Pay) -.17 -.01 .13 .04 .08 -.78
S.O.O. Item No. 6 (Satisfaction with Progress) -.29 -.25 .29 -.25 .08 -.42
S.O.O. Item No. 7 (Satisfaction with Getting -.38 -.23 . 9 -.15 -.00 "45
Ahead in the Army)
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I General Satisfaction; Overall Satisfaction with the Army;

Satisfaction with Community and Communications; Morale (14
percent)

- 11 Motivation, Performance, and Effort (9 percent)

III Satisfaction ,ith Superiors (12 percent)

IV Satisfaction with the Job (11 percent)

V Satisfact:on with Co-workers (6 percent)

VI Satisfaction with Pay (8 percent)

(Total variance accounted for = 60 percent)

4This solution is highly similar to the factor solution obtained with
Eighth Army data in Korea. The results confirm the six construct frame-
work used with Eighth Army data. In fact, the main difference between
the two factor solutions is that Satisfaction with Pay breaks out sepa-
rately in the Germany data, supporting the separate consideration of
pay satisfaction in earlier analyses. Based on these results, the
same construct framework was retained to summarize soldiers' self-
reported motivation to work and their affect toward various aspects of
the Army and their job. These constructs are:

Motivation
Overall Satisfaction with the Army
Satisfaction with the Job
Satisfaction with Supervision
Satisfaction with Co-workers
Satisfaction with Pay

Cross-valdating multiconstrtict-multimethod results using Seventh Army
data. Recall that 22 questionnaire variables were selecte to represent
t[.e six motivation/satisfaction constructs developed using Eighth Army

data. As an independent check on these variables' convergent and dis-
criminant validity, the six construct framework represented by the same 22
variables was submitted to a multiconstruct-multimethod analysis using
Seventh Army data. Table 5.il displays the results. Construct measure-
mnt within this framework still possesses consistent convergent and
discriminant validity. Mean within-construct correlations range from
.39 to an impressive .70. The mignitude of these diagonal Indices is
in every case greatcr than relevant off-diagonal indices, although in
some cases differences are slight. Still, these cross-validation

A)
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Table 5.11

Multiconstruct-Multimethod Cross-Validity Results
(Germany)

0

.

C
0 0 O 0

C M > .. . .--
0 v) E 4 L -_ 41I W
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0 VJ) Cd dC)

Motivation* .48

Overall S~tisfactlon
with Army .42 .61

Satisfaction with-
the Job .46 .55 .70

Satisfaction with
Superiors .28 .44 .40 .6

Satisfaction with
Co-workers .21 .22 .27 .27 .39

Satisfaction with
Pay .17 .36 .22 .25 .10 .44

*Constructs are represented by the 22 variables selected using Eighth Army
(Korea) data.
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results show that variables purportedly measuring the same construct
intercorrelate more highly than do variables intended to measure dif-
ferent constructs. Even in an independent, "hold-out" sample, these
22 variables have provided relatively "pure" cons-truct measurement of
the six motivation/satisfaction constructs.

Lntegratinq Seventh and Eighth Army results: A final selection of
variables to represent the six motivation/satisfaction constructs.
Although adequate cross-validity results were obtained for motivation
and satisfaction construct measurement, researchers decided to use results
from both Seventh and Eighth Army data analyses to form a single list of
variables best representing the six constructs. Such a list based on
results from two separate samples should be more generally representative
of these constructs across regular Army units than a list of variables
derived from a single sample.

To accomplish this step, the same sriteria for variable selection applied
to items and scales in the Eighth Army data analysis were applied to
motivation and satisfaction variables using Seventh Army questionnaire
data. Then, items and scales best satisfying criteria with respect
to both data sets were selected to represent the six motivation/satis-
faction constructs. Below, we discuss this process,

I. Conceptual similarity of scales or Items within each construct.
This criterion was met by all variables initially placed tenta-
tively in constructs (see Table 4.16 for a list of these
variables).

2. Factor analysis results. With certain exceptions to be discussed
in detail later, the same scales and items loading most highly
on factors representing constructs in Eighth Army data also
loaded on the appropriate factors in these data.

3. Internal consistency. KR-20 reliability results for all scales
appear in Table 5.12. These results suggest no dramatic changes
in the scales' internal consistency between the Seventh and Eighth
Army data.

4. Suitability for unit measurement. Intraclass correlation analyses
at platoon and company levels appear in Table 5.13. Recall that a
positive intrac!ass correlation coefficient (Ri) within this context
indicates that the variability within units on a measure (e.g., JDI-
Work) is smaller than the variability of scores across all units.
That is, each unit is relatively homogeneous with respect to scores
on the measure. A high positive Ri for a variable suggests that
the sum of a unitus individual soldiers' scores on the variable
can be reasonably considered as a unit score. Since later analyses
require such unit scores on motivation and satisfaction variables,
the intraclass correlation criterion for inclusion into constructs
is an important one.



187.

Table 5.12

Internal Consistency of Questionnaire Scales

Number of TASCOM AADCOM
Scale Items Reliability Reliability

Sum of Valences 50/24* .94 .87
Sum of Effort Expectancies 50/24 .95 .95
Sum of Valence x Expectancies 50/211 .94 .92
MIQ Total Scores 6/6 .14
Patchen Motivation Scale 4/4 .40 .23
MSQ Total 20/20 .90 .91
MSQ Intrinsic 12/12 .89 .90
MSQ Extrinsic 6/6 .80 .79
Brayfield-Rothe Job Satisfaction 18/18 .87 .87
Prior Expectations About Army Life 24/24 .92 .92
S.O.O. Overall Satlsfactien 3/3 .90 .90
S.O.l. Supervisory Interaction 2/2 .66 .69
Facilitation

S.O.O. Supervisory Goal Emphasis 3/3 .84
S.O.O. Supervisory Work Facilitation 3/3 .78 .80
S.OO. Peer Support 3/3 .84
S.O.O. Peer Interaction Facilitation 2/2 .72 .82
S.O.O. Peer Goal Emphasis 3/3 .83
S.O.O. Peer Work Facilitation 5/5 .90
S.O.O. Supervisory Needs 7/7 .76 .76
Cureton's Satisfaction with Military 7/7 .74
Cureton's Job Satisfaction 8/8 .85 .86
Cureton's Satisfaction with Community 5/5 .63 .61
Cureton's Satisfaction with Army 12/12 .88 .89

as a Whole
Cureton's Satisfaction with Unit 11/11 .83 -

Cureton's Satisfaction with Man.gement 12/12 .84 .87
and Communication

JDI lork 18/18 .81 .85
JDI Supervision 18/18 .88 .89
JDI Pay 9/9 .69 .80
JDI Promotions 9/9 .83 .86
JDI Co-workers 18/18 .89 .90
ARI Discipline Scale 22/22 .45
Sears Company Identification 4/4 .54
Sears Sopervlsion 6/6 .68 .75
Sears Kind of Work 6/6 .70 .69
Sears Amount of Work 4/4 .45
Searz. Co-workers 5/5 .35 .32
Sears Physical Surroundings 6/6 .68
Sears Financial Rewards 4/4 .46 .54
Sears Career Future and Security 5/5 .47

*AADCOM versions of the valence-expectancy instrument contained 24 items, while
the TASCOM version contained 50.
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Table 5.13

Intraclass Correlatior (Unit domogeneity)

Results at the Platoon and Company Levels

Platoon Level Company Level

Int"a-lass 5-Respondent Intracl ass 5-Respondent
Variable N Correlation Reliability H Correlation Reliabilit,

Sum of Valences 47 .14 .06 16 .31 .06
Sum of Effort Expectancies 47 .40 .21 16 .47 .11
Sum of Valence x Expectancies 47 29 .15 16 .20 .03
MIQ Total Scures 23 o9 .04 8 .01 --
Patchen Motivation Scale 47 .38 .20 16 .46 .11
MSQ Total 47 .61 .39 16 .68 .23
MSQ Intrinsic 47 .63 .42 16 .73 .27
MSQ Extrinsic 47 .59 .39 16 .69 .24
Brayfield-Rothe Job 47 .68 .48 16 .84 .42
Satisfaction

Prior Expectations About 47 .61 .41 16 .77 .32
Army Life
S.OO. Overall Satisfaction 47 .70 .49 16 .63 .19
S.O.O. Supervisory Support 23 44 .25 8 -.20 --

S.O.O. Supervisory Interac- 47 .52 .31 16 .47 .I]
tion Facilitation

S.O.O. Supervisory Goal 23 .58 .37 .48 .1l
Emphasis
S.O.O. Supervisory Work 47 .26 .13 16 .41 .09
Facilitation
S.O.O. Peer Support 23 .07 .03 8 -1.00
S.O.O. Peer Interaction 47 .40 .22 16 .48 .11
Facilitation

S.O.O. Peer Goal Emphasis 23 .07 .03 8 -. 2 --

S.O.O. Peer Work Facilitation 23 -.20 8 .24 .04
S.O.O. Supervisory Needs 47 .49 .29 16 .51 .13

Cureton's Satisfaction with 23 .13 .06 8 .30 .06
I '_ Mi I i ta ry
IiCureton's Job Satisfaction 47 .77 .6o 16 .88 .50

Cureton's Satisfaction with 47 .26 .13 16 .61 .18
• ' ;Community

Cureton's Satlsfastion with 47 .53 .32 16 .60 .17
Army as a Whole
Cureton's Satisfaction with 23 5I  .34 8 .60 .18
Unit

t'Oureton's Satisfaction with 47 .60 .39 16 .75 .29
Management and Conmunicatlon

Cureton Pride in Army 47 .46 .26 16 .64 .19
JDI Work 47 .70 .49 16 .83 .4o
JD1 Supervision 47 .66 .45 16 .68 .23
JDI Pay 47 .25 i2 16 .48 .12
JD1 Promotions 47 .58 .38 16 .74 .29
JDI Co-workers 47 -.41 -- 16 -.37 --

ARI Discipline Scale 23 .38 .21 8 .60 .17
Sears Company Identification 23 -.41 - 8 -.06 --

Sears Supervision 47 .41 .23 16 .60 .17
Sears Kind of Work 47 .42 .23 16 .64 .20
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Platoon Level Company Level

Intraclass 5-Respondent Intraclass 5-Respondent
Variable N Correlation Reliability I Correlation Reliability

Sears Amount of Work 23 .27 .14 8 .14 .02
Sears Co-workers 47 .18 .09 16 -. 14 --
Sears Physical Surroundings 23 -.33 -- 8 .13 .02
Sears Financial Rewards 47 -.28 -- 16 -. 32 --
Sears Career Future and 23 .17 .08 8 .41 .09
Security

S.O.O. Satisfaction with 47 .20 .09 16 -.64
Co-workers
S.O.O. Satisfaction with 47 .60 .37 16 .52 .13
Supervisor
S.O.O. Satisfaction with Job 47 .57 .35 16 .49 .11
S.O.O. Satisfaction with 47 .41 .22 16 .63 .18
Organization
S.O.O. Satisfaction with Pay 47 .21 .10 16 .40 .8
S.O.O. Satisfaction with 47 .28 .13 16 .43 .09
Career Progress
S.O.O. Satisfaction with
Opportunities for Getting 47 .43 .23 16 .55 .14
Ahead
S31f-rating of Effort 47 .53 .31 16 .61 .17
Self-rating of Performance 47 .13 .05 16 .34 ,06
Worthwhile to Try Hard 47 .47 .28 16 .55 .14
(self-rating)

Self-rating of Overall
Effectiveness as a Soldier ....

Self-rating of Own Morale 47 .53 .31 16 .67 .21
Self-rating of Unit Morale 47 .70 .48 16 .86 .45
Age 47 .44 .24 16 .53 .13
Sex; male=l; female=2 47 .12 .05 16 .28 .05
Single or divorced; widowed=l, 47 .37 .19 16 .48 .11
married=2
Number of dependents 47 .25 .15 16 .43 .12
White=l; all others=2 47 .35 .18 16 .46 .10
White=l; black=2 47 .23 .12 16 .40 .09
Education (with all 9 47 .38 .20 16 .71 .25
response choices)

Education (leaving out 47 .37 .21 16 .69 .25
response 4 and 5)

Primary Occupation of Father 47 .19 .09 16 .11. .02
Educational (with all 9 47 .06 .03 16 .20 .03
response choices)

Educational (leaving out 47 .... 16 .14 .02
4 and 5)

Living conditions (on or off 47 .40 .21 16 .60 .17
post)

Drafted versus Enlisted 4/ .58 .36 16 .46 .)o
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Platoon Level Company Level
Intraclass 5-Respondent Intraclass 5-Respondent

Variable N Correlation ReliabllLt'_ N Correlation Reliability_

First Tour - Careerist (drop 47 .56 .38 16 .60 .19
others)

Age of Entry (in months) 47 -.03 -- 16 -.21 --

Length of Service 47 .41 .22 16 .64 .20
Lumber of Months on Present .66 44 16 .79
Post

Number of AWOLs in Last Month 47 .12 .07 16 3 ,01
Number of AWOLs in Last Year 47 .02 .01 16 -.27
Number of AWOLs in Career 47 .30 .17 16 -.07 --

Number of Article 15s in 47 .11 .06 16 .11 .02
Last Month

Number of Article 15s in 47 .18 .11 16 .30 .08
Last Year

Number of Article 15s in 47 -.04 -- 16 .36 .08
Career

Number of Times Busted 47 -.20 -- 16 -.79 --

Number of Sick Calls in Last 47 .11 .05 16 .19 .03
Month

VD in Last Month 0-1; 1=1 or ._ _- --

more times
VD during Korean Tour -... ..
0-1-2-3; 3=3 or more

Rank EI-EF 47 .65 .43 16 .76 .30
Reenlistment 47 .36 .19 16 .62 .18



Results of the R. analyses demonstrate that almost all scales/

items tentatively considered as representative of constructs
attained high positive Ris both at platoon and company levels.
A notable exception is the Satisfaction with Co-workers con-
struct. JDI-Co-workers show -.37 and -.41 Rls at company and
platoon level respectively. The Sears-Co-worker scale company
level RI is -. 14, and the S.O.O. item meas uring satisfaction

with co-workers has an R, of -.64 at company level. Apparently,
the variability in unit members' affect toward their fellow
soldiers is relatively large within unit. Therefore, unit
level analyses involving relationships between Satisfaction with
Co-workers and other variables must be interpreted with caution,
because a unit score on the Satisfaction with Co-workers variable
is difficult to interpret. Comparatively high .-ariability within
units on this construct makes it doubtful that unit characteristics
have much effect on member's attitudes in this area. This in
turn means that correlations between Satisfaction witi Co-workers
and other unit measures do not necessarily reflect relationships
between unit characteristics.

Satisfaction with pay variables demonstrated reasonably high Ris
within the Seventh Army sample in contrast to Ri results obtained
with Eighth Army data. Pay satisfaction is apparently more of
a unit phenomenon in units in Germany than it is with Eighth
Army companies and platoons. It is difficult to know why this
discrepancy occurs between Seventh and Eighth Army data.

Two further questions potentially important to the Army were
addressed with the help of these R i indices. Recall that using
Eighth Army data, satisfaction and motivation werc found to be
nre platoon level than company level phenomena based on the
higher adjusted Ris found at the platoon level. Also, motivation
and satisfaction were assessed to be unit phenomena even when the
potentially contaminating effects of the demographic variables
were removed. These same analyses were performed on the Seventh
Army data.

Motivation and satisfaction, as measured in this study, again
appear to be more platoon level ther, company level phenomena.
Forty of the 46 (four ties) Ris (adjusted to the five respondent
level) are higher at the platoon level than the corresponding
adjusted Ris at the company level. This finding strongly
:upport,; Eighth Army results.

To obtain an idea of the extent to which demographic variables
contribute to the size of motivation/satisfaction Ris in the
Seventh Army, the magnitude of Ris for 12 demographic variables
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Os thc platoon level was compared with the iwagnitiude of the
46 motivation/satisfaction Ris at the platoon level. As with
the Eighth Army data, tile mean of the latter set of Ris is
lcrqe," than the mean of th.w demographic variable Ris but the
difference is smaller (RI means - .42 and .35). Therefore, it
is poss;ble that much of tha unit homogeneity in termi of
nw-.tivation and satisfaction is due to the wjithin unit hotwo-
geneity of soldiers on demographic variables buch as age and
kind of enlistmentl.

5, Conon method variance. Again, the investigators attempted to
ensure that high Wthin construct correlations between variables
were not a function of conion method variance because of overly
similar ways of measuring the same construct.

6. Convergent and discriminant validity. In general, tihe same

items anu scales that best satisfied convergent and discriminant
validity criteria In Eighth Army data also most clearly satisfied
these criteria when applied to Seventh Army data. Four Lxcep-
tions are disc,ssed in Appendix R.

7. Final changes in construct measuiement. On tile basis of data
bearing on the criteria just discussed, four changes were mdde
in the varlabkL7 list used in the Eighth Army data analysis to
represent the six motivatior./satisfaction constructs. These
chanoes are discusbed in Appendix R.

Table 5.14 summarizes the final choice of scales/items for tile
constructs. Also contained in Table 5.14 is tihe factor(s) on
which each variable loads, using Seventh Army (Germany) data.
Then, Table 5.14 depicts the multiconstruct-mnItimethod matrix
results for Seventh Army data using the 19 variables shown in
Table 5.15.

As expected, convergent and discriminanL validity improves somewhat
when these 19 variables are used to reDresent moLivation/satisfac-

tion constructs. Comparing Table 5.15 results with Table 5.12
resulis, the magnitude of diagonal entries is slightly greater
(O-.12), while the magnitude of off-diagonal indices is a little
lower (0-.05). The matrix indicates that, using tile 19 variables,
composites representing each otivation/satisfaction construct
are relatively pure measures of those constructs. Vecause it
now appeared that the 19 variable-six construct framework provided
purer measurement of individual motivation and sa:isfaction than
did the 22 vari.ble system, the revised construct composites were
used in subsequent data analysis steps. Using tile slightly
purer measures of satisfaction and motivation hopefully makes more
meanirgful the relationships obtained between these composites and
other variables at the unit level for Seventh Army data analyses.
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Table 5. 15

Multiconstruct-,lultimetl.od Matrix P.esults (Germany)

:ot. Overall Job SIp. Co-workers Pay

Motivation

Overall Sat. .39 .63

Job Sat. .46 .53 .70 '
Sat. wiSup. .27 .42 .40 .61

Sat. w/Co-workers .18 .17 .22 .26 .44

Sat. w/Pay .13 .36 .21 .24 .11 .56

1;

4
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Interrelationships Among Satisfaction, Motivation,
Morale and Selected Criteria

To assess the relationships between unit morale and other variables such
as motivation, facets of satisfaction, and certain unit criteria, the
morale ratings were correlated with these measures taken at the unit
level in Germany. Relationships between motivazion/satisfaction con-
structs and selected criteria were also investigated. Figure 5.1

summarizes the variable sets enterinp into unit level correlational
analyses.

The Variable Sets

Mctivation/satisfaction constructs. Unit motivation/satisfaction con-
struct scores were developed by computing the mean construct scores of
individuals in units. To justify using unit scores to represent fairly
the "state of a unit" with respect to satisfaction or motivation of its
members, the variability within each unit on the relevant measures should
be relatively low compared to across unit variability. Recall that Table
5.13 contained intraclass correlations (unit homogeneity indict's) for
individual item/scale variables. Table 5.16 depicts the intraclass cor-
relations (Rts) for constructs at both the platoon and company levels.
All are at acceptable levels except for the Satisfaction with Co-workers
construct which possesses low Ris at both levels. Fhus, Satisfaction with
Co-workers cannot be interpreted as a unit phenomtenon. Consequently, for
unit level analyses, tnis construct was dropped.

Table 5.16 also contains five-respondent RIs corrected by the Spearman-
Brown formula to provide a means of comparing the degree of homogenity
across samples. A comparison of these corrected Rls with five-respondent
results from Korea (Table I,22) suggests that, as a whole, companies in
the Seventh Army (Germany) are least homogeneous in terms of construct
scores on these motivation and satisfaction composites. Also, as mentioned
earlier in this chapter, platoon homogeneity iq -. ,l,-what greater than
company homogeneity on these variables.

Morale ratings. Based on the reliability results :enorted earlier, all
morale scales were included in the analysis. Still, some potentially
meaningful relationship, between morale and other variables were undoubtedly
attenuaLed due to the low reliability attained for certain aspects of morale.
Because correlations among the morale dimensions were relatively high, con-
siderable attention was focused on the overall morale measure and its
relationship with other variables.
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Motivation/Satisfaction Constructs
Factor analysis of nrotkation and satisfaction variables contained in

the questionn3ire suggesting that the motivation/satisfaction domains
can be summarized it, a six-construct framework.

Multiconstruct-multimethod matrix resulLs establishing ronvergent and
discriminant validity of six construct composite variables.

R1 analysis assessing suitability of construct composite variables for
unit measures.

Self-Report Criteria

Selection of behavioral criteria (e.g., AWOLs, Article 15s) and ques-
tionnaire items/scales representing additional attitudinal variables
of interest (e.g., own morale and satisfaction with communications).

Al analysis assessing suitabil;tv of these variables for unit measur-.s.

Morale Rating Scales
Behavior scaling procedure leading to the development of eight dimen-
sions indicating eight separate facets of morale.

A~sessnent of rater errors and reliability of morale scales.

Global Criter i'on Ratings

Selection of Variables describing unit criteria potentially related to
morale, satisfaction, and motivation.

Development of rating scales to measure these criteria.

Assessment of the scales' reliability.

Administrative .riteria (Companies Only)
* Selection of administrative criterion variables (e.g., disciplinary and

inspection measures) available from battalion or company records.

Correlational analyses oF these variable sets at platoon level (N = 47)
and company ]eve! "N = 16); supplemental trend component analyses at
company level.

Figure 5.1. Suramary Description of the Development of Variable Sets
Included in Platoon and Company Level Correlational Analyses
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Table 5.16

Incraclass Correlation (Unit Homogeneity)
Results for Constructs at. Platoon and Company Levels

Platoon Cpy.

5 Respondent 5 Respondent
Construct R, Reliabil ity R1I  Rel iabi iy
MotL i vat ion .50 .30 .39 .08

~Overall Satisfaction

wl th Army .55 36 70 .25

Satisfaction with
Job .65 .48 .77 .36

Satisfaction with
Superiors .62 .113 .64 .22

Satisfac.ion with
Co-workers .02 .01 -. 20

Satisfaction with
Pay .29 .15 .. 10
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the tial1o,. n ,ov,,l:

Prride I"i Army
Owni Iu a I e
Unit Me ralr
AWOLs Last Month
AWOLs I Career

Art Icle 1is Lastt Yeal
Sick Calls Last Mionth

Ilans to Re-en!sL

So l C -'p rc ived Per ermalnce
Se I f-p'r-co lvoid f foct ivenits

le two AWOL variabl es were, dropped f.ro IN comainI eVeI aa1 ysl5 duo

Global criterloi ratlngs. Interrater reli ab ility re uIlts described
eWa-rl e-(sv plge 178) sug1.est. that two scales (Racial Disturbances and
Participation In Oriv es) should be dropped lrom plaLoon level analyses and
that two others (0 lsent and )rug Abuse) should be d ropp cd from company
love! analyses. Thus,, four global criterion dlinens llns were available
both For platoon and for company level correlational analyses.

ror platoons: For companles:
Unit Erl'ect iveness , St t ELffect iveness
Dissent Racial Disturbances

D Drug Usage , Destructl on/Sabotage
Destruction/Sabotage , Participation in Drives

Admi Istratlve criteria. Data on a number or company level criterlon
indF'cos were gathered from persons fami liar with administratlve criteria

at the company level. The criteria of Intorest here are Inspection, drug
program, and disciplnary action data, many piecea of Information bearing
on the other criteria were not available from some of the companies, so
they were not considered In this analysis. In addition, certain ,iata were
not. dlrectly comparable for dl ferent companies. For example, It Is not
reasonable to compare different 'I zed companies on the varlable, Number
of Sick Calls. Therefore, for iiany variables, our staff combined data
from different t0n, periods and from difforont variables to form composito
variables with sufficient Ns. Further, most variables wire transformed to

incidents ger person according to the s1zu or a company. Then, on the basis
of Ns and conceptul considerations, the following admllstratlve criteria

were retained:
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narcotics/drug abuse incidents
POV accidents
AMV accidents
total serious incidents
AWOLs
Article 15s
awards received by E
incidents of congressional inquiries

* sick calls
* re-enlistment

Each variable is expressed as the lumber of incidents per soldier in the
company. The time period for which the data apply is January through
March, 1974, The following four inspection variables were also retained
for the company level correlational analys-is:

total batty ion inspections
• 1973 total inspections

1974 total inspections
all inspections (1973 and 19714)

Criteria for selecting these variables from all inspection data were the
Ns and intercorrelations among administrative criteria. Inspection data
are expressed as the percentage of times a company passed the inspections
it stood.

Some of the administratiue criteria provide different ways to measure
criterion variables assessed by self-report criteria and global criterion
ratings. The relationships among self-report, global, and administrative
criteria will now be examined to ascertain the deqree of convergence of
different variables measuring the same-or very similar criteria. For
example, the correlation between self-reported AWOLS (last month) and
January-March, 1974, AWOLs from the administrative criteria is .45.
Article 15s Last Year (self-report) and Article 15s (administrative cri-
teria) correlate .37, and the correlation between the global criterion drug
usage and the administration criterion incidents of narcotics/drug abuse
is .32. However, self-reported sick calls correlate only .05 with January-
March, 1974, sick calls. Thus, ov, ruil, there is at least moderate overlap
between AWOL, Article 15, and drug abuse criterion measures, but little
convergence is evident between measuros of sick calls. It is also interest-
ing to examine the correlationis betwecr the global criterion Unit Effective-
ness scores and the four Inspectior, criteria. The highest correlation is
.59 kwith 1973 total inspections). The other three correlations are .34,
.19, and -.08. lI terms of correlations between Unit EFfectiveness and
ocher administrative criteria, the highest are .66 with EM awards and .52
with re-enl 'stmerpts.
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It is likely that these correlations reflect difficulties in measuring
criteria by any of the three methods--self-report, record search, or
ratings. Some Army persons completing the questionnaire (self-report)
may have been reiuctant to divulge AWOL or Article 15 information, for
example. Other soldiers may have simply failed to recall accurately
information related to these criterion variables. In addition, PDI
researchers observed considerable variability in the status of company
records relevant to assessing administrative criteria. In some cases,
estimates appeared to be based on thorough and accurate records. Other
times, there emerged questions about how to derive the desired indices
from company records. Finally, the global criterion ratings may have
suffered from different raters defining the scales differentiy. For
example, "dissent" to-oneoffic2r may well mean something different to
another officer or NCO. Although an attempt was made to define these
criteria carefully, it remains likely that different raters often keyed
on sIightly different information in making their evaluations of units.
Interrater reliability results, though comparatively good for most of the
scales, confirms that some "slippage" did occur in these criterion ratings.

As with Eighth Army data, correlational analyses were performed at both
platoon and company level using the variable sets discussed above.
Because of the low N (16) at the company level, a trend component analysis
was used to supplement the comparny level correlational analysis (see
Chapter IV for a description of trend component analysis).

Platoon Level Analysis

To facilitate reporting platoon level results, we consider relationships
between morale and various variable sets one at a time--motivaticn/satis-
faction constructs, self-report criteria, and global criterion ratings.
Also, this section will contain information about relationships between
motivation/satisfaction variables and criterion data. The complete
correlation matrix containing intercorrelations among variables for all
four sets appears in Table 5.17.

Motivation/satisfacticn constructs-se.lf-rport-criteria, Table 5.18
displays the significant (.05 lev,-.l) relationships between these two
variable sets. As with Seventh Army data presented in Chapter IV, the
number of significant correlations between the two domains will be com-
pared with the number of correlations expected to be significant by
chance. Since 31 of 50 relationships are significant compared with two or

three to be expected by chance, clearly the relationships between these
constructs and self-report criteria is strong. Pride in the Army, Own
and Unit Morale, Plans to Re-eplist, and Self-perceived Performance and
Effectiveness all are strongly related to the motivation and satisfaction
constructs. Unit morale is most highly correlated with Overall Satisfac-
tion with the Army, and Plans to Re-enlist is associated most strongly with
overall satisfaction, job satisfaction and the motivation to work. It
should also be noted that the Cureton scale Satisfaction with Communications
correlates very highly with Own and Unit Morale (.81 and .74 respectively).
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Table 5.18

Significant Correlations Between Motivation/Satisfaction
Constructs and Self-Report Criteria (Platoon Level)

(N = 47)

Significance
Variables Correlation Level

Motivation - Pride in Army .69 .01
Motivation - Own Morale .58 .01
Motivation - Unit Morale .111 .01
Motivation - AWOLs in Career -. 314 .05
Motivation - Plans to Re-enlist .64 .01
Motivation - Self-Perceived Performance .76 .01
Motivation - Self-Perceived Effectiveness .77 .01

Overall Satisfaction with the Army - Pride
in the Army .78 .01

Overall Satisfaction with the Army - Self-
Perceived Performance .55 .01

Overall Satisfaction with the Army - Self-
Perceived Effectiveness .61 .01

Overall Satisfaction with the Arm - Ovn
Mo ral e .78 .O1

Overall Satisfaction with the Army - Unit
Mora Ic .72 .01

Overall Satisfaction with the Army - Plans
to Re-enlist .77 .01

Satisfaction with the Job - Pride in Army .68 .01
Satisfaction with the Job - Own Morale .714 .01
Satisfaction with the Job - Unit Morale .64 .01
Satisfaction with the Jof) - Plans to Re-enlist .67 .0
Satisfaction with the Job - Self-Perceived

Performance .56 .01
Satisfaction with the Job - Self-Perceived

Effectiveness .65 .01

Satisfaction wich Supervision - Pride in Army .59 .01
Satisfaction with Supervision - Own Morale .53 .01
Satisfaction with Supervision - Unit Morale .37 .05
Satisfaction witun Supervision - Plans to

Re-enlist .118 .01
Satisfaction with Supervision - Self-

Perceived Performance .59 .01
Satisfaction with Supervision - Self-

Perceived Effectiveness ,49 .01

Satisfaction with Pay - Pridc in Army .52 .01
Satisfaction with Pay - Own Morale .47 .01
Satisfaction with Pay - Unit Morale .42 .01
Satisfaction with Pay - AWOLs Last Month -. 3b  .05
Satisfaction with Pay Plans to Re-enlist .111 .01
Satisfaction with Pay - Self-Perceived

Effectiveness .35 .05
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In addition, a certain degree of construct validity for the motivation
construct can be derived from the highly significant correlations between
motlvtion and self-perceived performance and effectiveness (r. = .76 and
.77). None of the satisfaction constructs correlates as highly witi.
these two variables. Finally, the four disciplinary self-report criteria
(AWOLs Last Month, and in Career, Article 15s Last Year, and Sick Calls)
are not related highly to platoon construct scores. Only two of the 20
correlations are significant (motivation and pay satisfaction with AWOLs
in Career anj Last Month, respectively).

Motivation/satisfaction constructs-global criterion ratings. None of the
20 correlations between variables in these two variable sets is significant
beyond the .05 level. These results indicate that the satisfaction and
motivation of troops has littlh to do with the rated effectiveness of
platoons or the degree to which these platoons dispiay dissent, use
drugs, or engage in destruction of goverimient property.

Morale ratings-moLivation/satisfaction constructs. Table 5.19 contains
the relationships between morale ratings and motLivation/satisfaction con-
structs which are significant beyond the .05 level. Forty-five possible
across variable set correlations are contained in these data. Approximately
two significant relationships would be expected by chance. Four of these
correlations attain significance suggesting that the general relationship
between the constructs and morale ratings is weak. The results also
cuggest that the relationships which are significant should be interpreted
wilh caution. Keeping this restraint in mind, it appears that Overall
Satisfaction with the Army is most highly related to platoon morale,
and that Pride in Lhe Unit, Army, etc., is the aspect of morale most
closely related to motivation and satisfaction constructs at the platoon
level.

Morale rat ins-self-report criteria. Twenty-one of 90 relationships are
significant from zero at the .05 level or bettei. Four or five would be
expected by chance. Tan!o 5.20 contains these significant relationships.
Selt-reported own and unit morale along with Article 15s Last Year, Self-

perceived Effectiveness and Plans to Re-enilist are most highly related to
platoon morale as measured by the new raring scales developed by PDI. The
fact that ratdd morale correlates more substantially w;th self-reported
unit morale than it does with motivation and satisfacion constructs
implies some construct validity for these measures of platoon morale. The
results suggest that informed raters can differentiate morale ac the platooi,
level from relatacd concepts such as aspects of satisfaction. Also evident
from these data is that Pride in Unit, Army, etc., is the morale scale
mosL. closely associated with morale a,-, perceived by soldiers in the units.
Apparently, men in these platoons tend to define "morale" primarily as
pride in one's unit, Army, and country.



204.

Table 5.19

Significant Correlations Between Morale Ratings
and Satisfaction/Motivation Criteria (Platoon Level)

(N = 47)

Significance
Variables Correlation Level

Pride in Unit, Army, etc. - Motivation .32 .05

Pride in Unit, itrmy, etc. - Overall Satis-
faction with Army .42 .01

Pride in Unit, Army, etc. - Satisfaction
with Job .34 .05

Overall Moral,, - Overall Satis-
faction with Army .36 .05

I-
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It is also of interest to see the relatively substantial relationship
,:L .einoeale and Article 15s Last Year. Platoons whose men receive
fewer Article !5s clearly possess higher moraie based on these results.

Morale ratings-global criterion ratings. A,11:but three of the 36
relationships between these two variable sets are significantly dif-
ferent from zero at the .05 level, the vast majority significant beyond
the .01 level (see Table 5.21). Since the same persons completed both
the morale scales and the global criterion rating forms, relationships
between the two domains are undoubtedly inflated by common method variance.
or an across method (morale and criteriun ratings) halo effect. An esti-
mate of the inflation is provided by examining the correlations between
self-report unit morale and the global criteria. The correlations:

Unit Effectiveness .24
Dissent .09
Drug Usage .08
Destruction or Sabotage .23

Thus, when method variance in coimion between the two sets of variables
is removed, the relationships shrink considerably. btill, of the four
global criteria, Unit Effectiveness and Destruction/Sabotage do seem
moderately related to the concept of morale. Further, some construct
validity evidence can be gained from the fact that the aspect of morale
correlated highest with Unit Effectiveness is performance and Effort.
Finally, according to platoon level results, of all morale dimensions,
Superior-Subordinate Relations is most closely associated with Dissent,
and Bearing, Appearance, and Discipline relate most strongly to Drug
Usage.

* Summary. To summarize platoon level results, more evidencp of construct
validity was obtained for the morale rating scales. Significant correla-
tions between morale ratings and self-report troop morale indicated soind
convergent validity. Also, higher correlations between morale ratings
and Felf-reported Unit morale than between the morale ratings and aspects
of sef-reported satisfaction and motivation provide some evidence for
discriminant validity for PDI's morale ratings scales.

In terms of the correlates of platoon morale, Overall Satisfaction with
the Army appears to be relatively highly related to morale. Further,
platoon scores on self-reported disciplinary criteria (e.g., AWOLs)
were difficult to predict using these data. Only Artirle 15s Last Year
showed any relationship with thetinottivation, satJ'sfaction, or morale of
soldiers. This criterion correlated significantly with several morale
rating dimensions. And finally, the reliably measured global criteria

l~~
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Table 5.21

Significant Correlations Between Morale Ratings
and Global Criterion Ratings (Platoon Level)

Significanct
Variables Correlations Level

Unit Effectiveness -
Community Relations .72 .01

Unit Effectiveness -
Teamwork and Cooperation .79 .01

Unit Effectiveness -
Reactions to Adversity .66 .01

Unit Effectiveness -
Superior-Subcrdinate Relations .73 .01

Unit Effectiveness -
Performance and Effort .81 .01

Unit Effectiveness -
Bearing, Appearance, etc. .67 .01

Unit Effectiveness -
Pride In Unit, Army, and Country .75 .01

Unit Effectiveness -
Use of Time During Off-Duty Hours .57 .01

Unit Effectiveness
Overall 81 .01

Dissent -
Teamwork and Cooperation .4b .01

Dissent -
Reactions to Adversity -.49 .01

Dissent -

Superior-Subordlnate Relations -.52 .01
Dissent -
Performance and Effort -.41 .01.

Dissent -

Bearing, Appearance, etc. -.44 .01
Dissent -
Pride in Unit, Army, and Country -.46 .01

Dissent -
Overall -.41 ni-

Drug Usage -
Teamwork and Cooperation -.38 .01

Drug Usage -
Reactions to Adversity -.38 .01

Drug Usage -
Superior-Subordinate Relations -.45 .01
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Significance
Variables Correlations Level

Drug Usage -
Performance and Effort -.45 .01

Drug Usage -
Bearing, Appearance, etc. -.51 .01

Drug Usage -
Pride in Unit, Army, and Country -.39 01

Drug Usage -
Use of Time During Off-Duty Hours -.35 .05

Drug Usage -
Overall -.51 .01

Destruction/Sabotage -
Community Relations -.42 .01

Destruction/Sabotage -
rearwork and Cooperation -.71 .01

Destruction/Sabotage -
Reactions to Adversity -.66 .01

Destruction/Sabotage -
Superior-Subordinate Relations -.53 .01

Destruction/Sabotage -
Pprformance and Effort -.55 .01

Destruction/Sabotage -
Bearing, Appearance, etc. -.65 .01

Destruction/Sabotage -
Pride in Unit, Army, and Country -.55 .01

Destruction/Sabotage -
Use of Time During Off-Duty Hours -.41 .01

Destruction/Sabotage -

Overall -.62 .01
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(e.g., Unit Effectiveness) were highly related to morale ratings. Al-
though the morale rating-global criterion correlations are inflated by
common method variance, morale does seem to be somewhat more highly
rF.laced at least to Unit Effectiveness and Destruction/Sabotage than
are the motivation or satisfact;on measures.

Company Level Analysis

In this section, the company level correlations Lmong five different
variable sets are discussed. In addition to the four variable sets
examined in platoon level analyses, administrative criterion scores
were available for companies in the Seventh Army sample. Table 5.22
depicts the complete company level correlation matrix. In addition to
tha correlational analysis, results of a trend component analysis are
reported in this section. The trend analysis provides a more powerful
test of the relationships between morale and other variables at the
company level.

Motivation/satisfaction constructs-self-report criceria. Of 40 co.-
relations, 20 are significant beyond the .10 level (see Table 5.23).
Prid- in Army, Plans to Renenlist, Morale, and Self-perceived Performance
and Effectiveness are related significantly to almost every aspect of
satisfaction and motivation. Compared with the other constructs,
Overall Satisfaction with the Army correlates most highly with Morale
and Plans to Re-enlist. Self-perceived Performance and Effectiveness
relat, most strongly to motivation and job satisfaction. Finally, the
two criteria related to unfavorable "ncidents (Article 15s Last Year
and Sick Calls Last Month) are not correlated highly with constructs.
Only Satisfaction with Superiors and sick alls correlate significantly
(r = -.48, p<.1O). The low base rate of Article l5s and sick calls
reported may account for the generall/ low relationships between these
variables and construct composites.

Motivation/satisfaction constructs-global criterion ratings. Ont/ three
of 20 correlations beLween these two variable set, are significantly
different from zero (at the .10 level) while two would be expected by
chance. Therefore, the three correlations appearing in Table 5.24 could
well be significant due to chance alone. However, Overall Satisfaction
wi;th the Army correlates significantly (p<.05) with two of the four
global criteria; thus, it apperas that this construct variable .-nay be
meaningfully related to th(.se two unit criteria.

Motivation/satisfaction constructs-administrative criteria. In general,
the five motivation/satisfaction constructs are not predictive of
administrative criteria. Oniy four of 70 correlations across variable
ets are significantly different from zero at the .10 level, less than

would be expected by chance. Awards received by EM is related significantly

rp
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Siqnificant Corr,.lit.ns Be tween MotIvotiol/SatsfectIi
Constructs and Self Report Ciriteria (Company Level)

(N - 16)

Sign if I calice
Var I abl es Co re I at Ions Level

MotilvatLion - Pride In Army .75 .01
Mol Ivat ion - Own Morale .60 .05
ot!vatlon - Urlt Morale .51 .05

Motivation - Plans to Re-enlist .68 .01
Mot ivat Ion - . oll-Perceived Performance .6I .01
Mo t I va t I on - ScIf-Perceived Effectiveness .73 .01

Overall Satlsfactlo?, wi l the Army -
Pride in Atimy .75 ,01

Overall Satlisfactloni with Ainy -
Own Mor.fle .87 .01

OverI111 Satisfaction wlthi A,'my -
Unit Morale -93 .01

Overall Satlsfacitl, witn Army -
Plans to R-enlIst .79 .01

Overall Sal sfact lion with Army -
S,'lf-Peceived Effectiveness .57 .O;

SatisfaZtion with the Job -
Pride in Army .75 .01

Sat is fact ion witLh the Job -
Own Mo ra Ie .75 .01

Satisfaction with the Job -
Unit orale .7i .Oi

Satl Isfoctlion wti L the .Job -
Plans to Re-enlist .£8 .01

Satisfaction with the Job

SC If-Perceived Performance .

Satisfaction with the Job -
Self-Percelved Effectiveness .78 .01

Satls,Jctiln With.} Supeoriors -
Pride in Army .41 .10

Satisfaction wi I-h Superiors -
N.; . Sick Calls Last Month -. 48 .10

Satisfaction with Pay -

Unit Morale ,45 .10
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Table 5.214

Significant Correlations B3etween Motivation/Satisfaction

Constructs and Global Criterion Ratings (Company Level)
(N = 15)

Si gnl ficance
Variables Correlations Level

Overall Satisfaction with the Army -
Unit Effectiveness .53 .05

Overall Satisfaction with the Army -
PartIipation In Drives .56 .05

Satisfaction with Pay 7
Participation in Drives .16 .10

I
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to Overall Satisfaction with the Army and with ,Job Satisfaction. Congres-
sional Inauirie3 is predicted somewhat successfully by Overall Satisfaction
with the Army and Pay Satisfaction (see Table 5.25). Still, the extremely
small number of significant correlations suggests that these result- may
reflect only relationship,; significant by chance.

Morale ratings-motivation/satisfaction constructs. Of 45 correlations
between these two variable sets only five are significant at the .1,0
level or better, about the jiumber expected by chance alone. Table 5.26
shows that four of the five significant relationships invcve the con-
struct Overall Satisfaction with the Army Thus, it appears that the
overall affect troops i,: companies hold for the Army is moderately
related to the morale of those company sized units. Other satisfaction
and motivation constructs seem virtually unrelated to the morale construct
at the company level based on these data.

Morale ratings-self-report criteria. Only six of the 54 correlations
between morale ratings and self-report criteria are significnatly different
from zero tt the .10 level or better. This is approximately the proportion
to be expected by chance. However, the good conceptual sense made by
the significant correlations argue for interpreting them seriously. Again,
convergent validity for the morale rating scales can be derived from these
data. Table 5.27 shows significant correlations between morale ratings and
morale as measured by soldiers' estimates of the morale their unit displays.
That two very different measures of the moralc construct correlate sig-
nificantly is very encouraging. It is also of interest to note that
soldiers' Plans to Re-enlist is somewhat successfully predicted using
morale ratings. Pride in the Unit, etc., and Use of Off-Duty Time are
related significantly to Plans to Re-enlist.

Morale ratings-globai criterion ratings. In general, the morale scales

correlate highly with global criteria at the company level. Table 5.28
contains 16 relationships significant at the .10 level or better (of

36 possible). Many of the correlations are beyond the .01 level. As
in the platoon level analysis, considerable method variance is held in
common between these two variable sets. The same raters who evaluated
the morale of units also provided the global criterion ratings. Thus,

the magnitude of these correlations is undoubtedly somewhat inflated due
to this common method variance. Perhaps a more reasonable estimate of
the true relationship between company morale and these criteria is offered
by the correlations between the globai criteria and self-report unit
noralo from the questionnaire.

Unit Morale-Unit Effectiveness .67, p<.Ol
Unit Morale-Racial Disturbances -.33
Unit Morale-Destruction/Sabotage -.16
Unit Morale-Participation in Drives .59, p<.05
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Table 5.25

c~gniflcant Correlations Between Motivation/Satisfaction
Constructs and Administrative Criteria (Cownpany Level)

(N 16)

Significance
Variables Corr -lationb Level

OverallI Satisfaction with the Army-
EM Awards .56 .05

Overal I Satisfaction %4ith the Army-
Congressional Inquiries .ih.10

Satisfaction with the Job -

EM Awards .1115 .05

Satisfaction with Pay -

Congressional Inquiries ..43 .10
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Table 5.26

Sigr!ficant Correlations Between Morale Ratings and
Motivation/Satisfaction Constructs (Company Level)

(N = 16)

Significance

Variables CorrelaLions Level

Overall Satisfaction with the Army -
Supericr-Subordinate Relations .46 .10

Overall Satisfaction with the Ari/ -
Performance and Effort .44 .10

Overall Satisfaction with the Army -
Pride in Unit, Army, etc. .55 .05

Overall Satisfaction with the Army -

Overall Morale .49 .10

Community Relations -

Satisfaction with Superiors .53 .05

'r
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Table 5.27

Significant Correlations Between Morale Ratings atid
Self-Report Criteria (Company Level)

(N 16)

Slgnificance
Variables CorreIations Level

Superior-Subordinate Relations -
Unit Morale .52 .05

Pride in Unit, Army, etc. -
Unit Morale .52 .05

Pride in Unit, Army, etc. -
Plans to Re-enlist .44 .10

Use of Time Off-Duty -
Plans to Re-enlist .43 .10

Overall Morale -
Own Morale .45 .10

Overall Morale -

Unit Morale .54 .05
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Table 5.28

Significant. Correlations Between Morale Ratings and
Global Criterion Ratings (Company Level)

(N = 15)

Significance
Variables Correlation Level

Community Relations -
Racial Disturbances -.58 .05

Teamwork and Cooperation -
Racial Disturbances -.72 .01

Teamwork and Coope-ation -
Destruction/Sabotage -.78 .01

Reaction to Adversity -
Racial Disturbances -.76 .01

Reaction to Adversity -
Destruction/Sabotage -.68 .01

Superior-Subordinate Relations
Unit Effectiveness .86 .01

Performance and Effort -
Unit Effectiveness .67 .01

Performance and Effort -
Participation in Drives .58 .05

Bearing, Appearance -
* Racial Disturbances -.67 .01

Bearing, Appearance -
Destruction/Sabotaie -.44 .10

Bearing, Appearance -

Participation in Drives .53 .o

Pride in Unit, Army, etc. -
Unit Effectiveness .62 .05

Pride in Unit, Army, etc. -
Racial Disturbances -.49 .10

Pride in Unit, Army, etc. -

Particioation in Drives .71 .01
Overall Morale -

Unit Effectiveness .86 .01
Overall Morale -

Participation in Drives .71 .01
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The results demonstrate that the relationshlip between the two domains
remains substantial, particularly with respect to Unit Effectiveness and
Participation in Drives.

Morale rat ings-administrati1e iiteria. Of the 126 correlations between
Morale and administration cr'te-ria, 16 are significant--only a sligltriy
greater than, clance result. However, since all relationships in Table
5.25 are it intuitively sensible directions, there pobably is a weak
relationship between morale and the administrative criteria. More
specifically, Re-enllstmmnts and Congressional Inquiries are related
substantially to variou, aspects of morale as rated using the moraie
scales. Also, EM Awqa,,ds is predictable using Overdll Morale. The
latter result is substantiated by examining the relationships between
self-reported unit morale and EM Awards. That correlation is .68 (p..O1).
Thus, morale does seem to be related significantly to three admihistrative
criteria using these company level data.

It should be noted that an unknown amount of error is present in adminis-
trativecriterion indices. Possible sources otf error were discussed
earlier. This error, along with imperfect reliability for morale ratings
serves to attenuate relationships between these two variable sets.
Therefore., inferences about the true relationship between morale and
these administrative criteria should be made with cauLion.

Trend domponent analysis results. To accomplish the trend component
analyses, the 16 (_ ,panies in our Seventh Army sample were first rank
ordered 5y their overall morale rating. The trend analysis for each
"dependent" variable was then used to asses3 the relationship between
morale and each of these var.lables.

The trend analyses largely support correlational results obtained at
the company level. Table 5.30 shows the significance levels of F tests
computec for linear and quadratic hypotheses. The significant linear
results (p,.05) occurred for the following variables: Overall Satisfac-
tion with the Army, Job Satisfaction, Satisfaction with Community an
with CommunicaLions, Own and Unit Morale, and Plans to Re-enlist. Besides
these linear relationships, trend analysis results pointed out a number
of curvil;near relationships beLween company morale and other variables.
Inspection of the cell means sheds light on the reason for the seven
significant (p,.05) quadratic relationships. The company rated highest
in Morale stands comparatively low on measures of Overall Satisfaction
with the Army, Satisfaction with the Job, Superiors, and Conlunications,
Pride in the Army, and Own and Unit Morale. Most of the relationships
between rated morale and these seven variables are reasonably ronoton~c
wher the company'rated most highly in morale is eliminated. It may be
that rather than a true curvilinear relationship between morale and these
variables, the company rated highest in morale was actually overrated.

V,
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Table 5.29

Significant Correlations Between Morale Ratings
and Administrative Criteria (Company Level)

(Ns = 14-16)

Signi ficance
Variables Correlation Leve I

Community Relations -
Re-en Ii s tmen ts .45 .10

Community Relations -
All Inspections .50 .10

Teamwork and Cooperation -

Congressional Inquiries -.55 .05

Reaction to Adversity -
AMV Accidents -.53 .05

Reaction to Adversity -
Congressional Inquiries -.51 .05

Performance and Effort -
Total Serious Incidents -.48 .10

Performance and Effort -
Sick Calls -.56 .05

Pride in Unit, Army, etc. -
Article 15s -.49 .10

Pride in Unit, Army, -Atc. -
Cong-essional Inquiries -.50 .05

Pride in Unit, Army, etc. -
Re-enlistments .s4 .o5

Overall Morale -
EM Awards .43 .10

Overall Morale -
Re-enlistments .51 .10

Il
IL ....
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Table 5.30

Trend Component Analysis Results of Relationships Between
Company Level Morale and Selected Variables

p Value p Value

Variable Linear Hypothesis Quadratic Hypothesis

Mot'vation .84 .69
Overall Satisfaction with Army .0007 .05
Satisfaction with Job .05 .003
Satisfaction with Supervisor .65 .0003
Satisfaction with Co-workers .23 .37
Satisfaction with Pay .66 .12
Self-Perceived Performance .44 .15
Self-Perceived Efcectiveness .18 .44
Satisfaction with Community .05 .20
Satisfaction with Communications .005 .001
Pride in Army .35 .009
Own Morale .004 .01
Unit Morale .00000009 .00006
Article 15s - Career .12 .65
Plans to Re-enlist .03 .88
Article iSs Last Year .73 .73
Sick Calls Last Month .56 .12



221,

In (urm, Seventh Army company level r, su!cs sUggest that morale can be
nasured separately from the closely related (conceptually) constructs
within the satisfaction and motivation domains. Correlations between
rated Morale and Self-reported Unit Morale ar,,; higher than correlations
between the morale ratings and self-reports of tatisfactior. and motiva-
tion. In these data, Overall Satisfaction with the Army is almost as
higl.ly related to morale ratings as is self-report unit morale. This
findig suggests that soldiers' overall affect toward the Army Is very
Close to the concept which Army leaders think about A'hen evaluating a
unit's morale.

Global criterion ratings were readily "predicted" by morale ratings,
though conmon method variance between the two sets of rat;nos undoubtedly
inflated relationships between rated morale and these criteria. Still,
Unit Effectiveness and Participation in Drives cre related more strongly
to self-reported unit morale than to any satisfaction or motivation
construct except Overall Satisfaction with the Army. Thus, morale and
this aspect of s._iisfaction seem most highly correlated with comp~any
level global criteria. In terms of objective administrative criteria,
Re-enlistments, Congressional Inquiries, and Eh Awards are related to
various aspects of morale. Relationships between satisfaction/motivation
constructs and these criteria are very weak in general. The only excep-
tion is Overall Satisfaction with the Army which relates significantly
to EM Awards and Congressional Inquiries.

-J
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CHAPTER V I

NIATIONA GUARD DATA ANALYSIS

Sample

Subsequent to research accomplished in Korea and Germany, two separate
stud'es were condicted in the Minnesota National Guard. First, the inter-
rater reliability of the morale rating scales was assessed from ratings
oi 25 companies provided by officers fami liar with one of "lore of these
companies. The rating forms were mailed to rfficers at the battalion
and company levels. These officers completed the ratings and returned
them by mail. Second, 126 soldiers From three batteries in the Minneapolis
area completed a questionnaire almost identicall to the one administered
to soldiers in the regu lar Army. Tlhe purpose of the second study was to
compare the structure of the nitivatior/satisfact ion domain in the
National Guard with the structure derived from our regular Army data
analyses.

The sample of companes for tile first study was selected by a senior
officer in the Headquarters of the 47th Infantry Division, Mi-nesota
National Guard. He ensured that different types of companies (e.g.,
Armor, Signal, and Engineering) and different locations (e.g., metropol-
itan and rural areas) were represented in the sample of 25. This officer
also rated each company's morale high, nidium, or low based on the knowl-
edge of these companies he and others at the Division level possessed
(hereafter referred to as Division level ratings). In addition, four
ratings cF each company using our morale scales were obtained. Battalion
Commanders and their Executive officers provided morale ratings for the
two to five companies under them, and company cvmmanders and their execu-
tive officers provided estimates of thuir own company's morale. A total
of 48 completed ratings from tile battalion level and 44 from the company
level were gathered during this phase of the project.

For the questionnaire phase, thrce Minneapolis artillery units were selected
according to their reputation for possessing a certain degree of morale.
One battery in the sample was thought to have high morale, amiother average.
morale, and the third low morale. Within each of tlese batteries, the
questionnaire booklet was administered to all soldiers E-4 and below (plu.,
Spec. 5s) present during a regular drill period. rhe number of National
Guard soldiers participating was 37, 39, and 50 for the three batteries
tested. Also, morale ratings for eacl of the three batteries were obtained
from officers knowledgeable about these batteries' morale.

1Twenty-five items clearly irrelevant to the National Guard were removed
from the questionrnire booklet (e.g., "If you work hard you will be stac'oned
in some other part of tile world.").
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Field Test of Morale Ratinq Scales

Table 6.1 contains the interrater agreement result- obtain-ed using all
participatng raters. The reliability indices arc, again intraclass
correlation coefficients. Also depicted are means, standard deviations,
and thc 2-rater Sdearnan-B own corrected reliability to fa.ilitate
nakinc comparisons in level of reliability across different data sets.

Tables 6.2 and 6.3 display mean, standard ceviation, and reliability
results obtained using company level and battalion level ratings sepa-
rately. The data in these three tables demonstrate that better agreement
in evaluating morale was present witiiin rater level. That is, the raters
at company level agreed relatively closely about the level of morale
exhibited by companies in the sampie (median 2-rater reliability = .81),
and battalion level officers could agree quite closely among themselves
about the level of morale in companies (median 2-rater reliability = .57).However, the across level interrater agreem,-nt was not so h'gh mdin2

rater reliability = .36). Apparently, the different perspectives from whict,
raters view companies' activities allfected their perceptions of sompanies'
morale. Of course, it :s also possible that some of the ratings were not

made independently. Although the instructions giJen to the raters specifi-
cally urged them to provide independent morale ratings, the potential existed
for Company Conmanders and their XOs or Battalion Commanders and their XOs to
confer,.more about the ratin-gs Lefore completing them. Or, perhaps more
likely, there are stereotypes about companies' morale which develop sepa-
rately within each )f the organizational levels--i.e., company level off!-
cers have their commonly held beliefs about the rorale of units with which
they are familiar, and battalion level officers Fave their ow.n stereotypes
of the samne units' morale.

FoGusing on the reliabilites generated by including all raters in the
analysis (Table 6.3), four of the eight scales possess reiiabilities greater
than .50, with one reliability coefficient reaching .70. Still, the rela-
tively low interrater agreement possessed by the other four scales is
disappointing. Although reliability in thic setting was superior overall
to the level of reliability obtained at platoon level Korea or company level
Germany, these interrater agreement results suggest that there exist some
problems in reliably evaluating the morale of units in the National Guard.

In terins of mean morale ratings, National Guard evaluations tend to be

somewhat higher (auout 1/2 scale point) than those gathered in the
regular Army. It is also interesting to note that company level raters
in general provided higher ratings than did raters at the battalion level.
Although it ;s impossible to know the true level of morale for these

companies and, therefore, also impossible to pinpoint the exact degree of
leniency error present in ratings, the mean rating (approximately 6.8)
suggests that officers tended to use the upper portions of the scales but

that no severe leniency effect is present in the ratings.
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Table 6.1

Means, Standard Deviations, and Interrater Reliability
oi- Morale Ratings (Company Level Ratings Only)

2-rater

N K Mean S.D. .Reliability Reliability

Pommunity Relations 24 1.79 7.60 .91 .81 .83

Teamwork and Cooperation on the
Job 24 1.79 7.29 .93 .77 .79

Reactions to Adversity 24 1.79 6.29 1.23 .75 .77

Superior-Subordinate Relations 24 1.79 7.29 1.26 .83 .85

Performance and Effort on the
Job 24 1.79 7.15 .86 .23 .25

Bearing, Appearance, Marching,
and Military Courtesy 24 1.79 6.15 1.23 .83 .84

Pride in Unit, Army, and
Country 24 1.79 6.92 1.32 .78 .80

Use of Time During Off-Duty
Hours 24 1.79 6.92 .94 .79 .81

Ov ral1 Morale* 21 1.76 7.10 .93 .89 .90

*In this table and f1sewhere ii Chapter 6, Overall Morale refers to a global rating
of each unit's morale made after the rater completed his evaluations using the
behaviorally anchored morale scales.

i_
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Table 6.2

Moans, Standard DOevitions, and Interratlor Rel iab;Ity
of Moralo Ratings (BaLLalion Level Ratings O;1y)

2- rLa er
D lens Ion N K Mean S.D. RelIablIlty Rlijab Ily.

CIlnity RItaLions 25 1 .91 7.32 1.4) .88 .89

Toaimwork and Cooporatlon on Lhe Job 25 1.92 7.06 1.19 .3] .38

Ractlons Lo Adversity 25 1.92 6.20 1.29 .52

Suporlol -Subordlnate Relations 25 1 .92 6. l I. 1)5 .511 ,5

Performance and Lffrt on tL1e Job 2 1.92 6.66 1.07 .36 .37

boaring, Appearance, Marching, and 25 1.92 5.80 1.08 .15 .16
MI I I tary Coultasy

Pride In Unit, Army, ind CounLry 25 1.92 7.16 1.07 .08 .09

Use of Tine During Off-Duty Hours 25 1.92 6.92 11 42 .86 .66

Overoll Moralo k2 1.91 6.6k6 1.36 .b2 .3

I
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Table 6.3

Means, Standard Deviations, and Interrater Reliability
of Morale Ratings (All Raters)

2-rate,
Nmem I i I< Mean S.D. RellabillL Rellavlllt

K Community Relations 25 3.61, 7.317 1.02 .70 .57

Tenmwork and Cooperation on the Job 2 3.64 7.15 .76 .39 .26

Reactions to Adversity 25 3.611 6.2-2 .82 .29 .19

Superior-Subordinate Relatioos 25 3.64 7.01 1.05 .55 .40

Performance and Effort on the Job 25 3.61 6.84I .714 .142 .28

BearIng, Appearance, Marching, and 2$ 3.64 s.91 .89 .50 .36

Mll I tar- Courtesy

Pride in Unit, Army, and Co,|ntry 25 z.64 7.02 7 .51, 40

Use of Time During Off-Duty Hours 25 3.614 6.87 .7'- .24 .15

Overall Mura Ie 5 3.15 6,b3 1.07 .71 .bl

i
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Standard deviations of the ratinys obtained in the National Guard are
generally lower than those obtained in the regular Army. Raters did not
discriminate as well among different levelb of morale for National Guard
companies as for regular Army units in Korea and Germany. Again, it is
possible that the true morale of these National Guard unit', was more
homogeneous, but a more 1 ilkely explanation for relatively low standard
deviations is that raters succumbed somewhat to the restriction of range
error.

Table 6.4 displays the inLercorrelaL.ions amon morale scales and the
Division level estimate of each company's ovoial! moiale. The medIan
IntercorrelatLion among the eight behaviorally anchored morale scales is
.62.

Since the magnitude of the relationships among scales is greater than the
reliability of most scales, it appears that cons iderable halo is present

in the ratings. This result Is compatlible with results obtained in the
regular Army. Apparently, many raters have dlffickilty assigning Morale
ratings which reflect substantial variance across, the variouc scales for

individual companies. Table b0.4 also indicates that significant, though
modest, relationships exist between high level (Division) estimates of
company morale and ratings of morale using our scales.

In summary, reli-biliLv for our scales used to evaluate morale in National
Guard units was adequate for some d:mension but unacceptably low for others.
One problem seeiled to involve disagreement across rater level (i.e.,
battalion and company level). Company level raters and battalion level
raters could agree among tlhemselves w i th in level, but agreement in the
morale ratings was low"er across level. Meant morale i-atIinqs were somewhat
hiqher and standard deviations larqer fot these data complared with regular
Army i-sul ts. And, finally, morale ratings appeared af fected by tle halo
error to a considerable extent.

Questlionnaire Data AnaLsiS

Within this analysis, ,ues arc sought abouL the structure of the motivation/
sat lisfaction doma:1n in the Natioia' Guard. The questionnaire booklet used
in AADCO-Germany (except foi ARI instilumonLts and cer tain changes described
in the footnote on page 222) was administered to 126 soldiers in three
separate batteries with in tile Minnesota National Guard. As wiLh the AADCOM
(Giermany) data analysis, 4i6 motivation, s-atisfaction, ind self-report morale
variable-s were then intercorrelated and tile t.orrelation maLix was subjected
to a factor ana lys;s. The factors extracted we e then . Cal ed us;,g tile
varimax criterion to facilitate interpretation. SeverA' solutions were
attempted (2-6 factors). The most readily interpretable was a six-factor
.olution. Table 6.5 displays the loadings of each vai lable on the six-varimax
rotated factors. Unfortunately, a numbe: of the fac oi's are difficult to
label. Below is an attempt to name the six factors Jlong with the percent
of varance accounted for by each factor:

--- '.
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Table 6.4

Intercorrelations Among Morale Scales and
the Division Level Morale Rating

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

I. Community Relations

2. Teamwork and Cooperation o.i the Job 55

3. Reactions to Adversity 48 70

4. Superior-Subordinate Relations 75 54 57

5. Performance and Effort on the Job 41 76 69 50

6. Bearing, Appearance, Marching, and 31 42 44 63 62
Military Courtesy

7. Pride in Unit, Army, and Country 55 72 80 69 73 61

8. Use of Time During Off-Duty Hours 61 51 44 71 65 75 64

9. Overall Morale 64 65 63 70 77 71 75 86

10. Division Morale Rating 43 18 13 30 32 41 28 50 43

I:

V



: 229.
229 

Table 6.5

Results of Varihwax RoLation Applied to Factor Analysis
of Questiorr.aire Data for National Guard (46 variables)

Variables Factors

II III IV ki VI

Valence -.09 -.15 -.86 -.02 .00 -.07
Expectancy -. 44 .05 -. 46 -.27 .24 -.56
Valence x Expectancy -.37 -. 04 -. 73 -.15 .15 -.39
Patchen -.64 .18 -. 34 -.11 -.07 -.18
MSQ Total Satisfaction -. 66 -.17 .02 -.13 -.02 -. 55
MSQ Intrinsic Satisfaction -.70 -o 111 .02 -.07 -.03 -. 41
MSQ Extrinsic Satisfaction -.49 -.13 .04 -.24 -.06 -.69
Brayfield-Rothe Satisfaction -.78 -.02 -.09 -.12 -.06 -. 41
Prior Expectancy About Army Life -.56 -.14 -.13 -.32 .00 -.55
SO.O. Supervisory Support -.24 -.26 -.15 -.01 .08 -.76
S.O.O. Supervisory Goal Emphasis -.17 -.29 -.09 -. 04 .54 -.46
S.O.O. Peer Support -.11 -.78 -.11 .14 .17 -.14
S.O.O. Peer Goal Emphasis -.38 -. 49 -.05 .12 .12 -.13
S.O.O. Overall Satisfaction -. 43 .I'i -.16 -.41 -. 44 -.59
Cureton Job Satis(*action .79 .11 .03 .io -.o4 .36
Cureton Community .54 .15 -.0? .29 -.12 .10
Cureton Army as a Whole .69 -.02 .29 .41 .05 .39
Cureton Communications .54 -.09 .15 .37 -.33 .49
Cureton Item No. 18 (AADCOM Item No. 9) .35 .20 .12 .42 -.13 .31
Cureton Item No. 29 (AADCOM Item No. 15) .42 .11 .00 .23 -.13 .31
Cureton Item No. 33 (AADCOM Item No. 17) .46 .25 .28 .20 .14 .18
Cureton Item No. 51 (AADCOM Item No. 32) .68 -.,4 .32 .37 -.01 110
Cureton Item No. 58 (AADCOM Item No. 37) .12 -. 40 O .07 -.12 -.0l
Cureton Item No. 70 (AADCOM Item No. 43) -.50 -.11 -. 08 -.47 -. 12 -.30
JDI Work -.07 -.15 -.15 -.13 .01 -. 41
JDI Supervision -.43 -.25 -.02 -.16 .03 -.69
JDI Pay -.O .07 - ii -./4 .05 -.o8
JDI Promotions -.26 .21 --. 16 -.25 .01 -.57
JD I Co-workers -.17 -.73 .06 -.11 .07 -. 04
Searq Supervision -.34 -.13 -.15 -.12 - 07 -.68
Sears Kind of %z'rk -.66 -.03 -.31 .01 -.06 -.33
Sears Co-workers -.31 -.42 -.32 .00 .07 -.23
Sears Financial Rewards -.30 .08 -.12 -.65 .01 -.01
Self-Rating of Effort -.65 .10 -.35 -.04 .02 -.15
Self-Rating of Performance -.53 -.13 -.26 .30 - 22 .03
Worthwhile to Try Hard (Self-Report) -.65 .02 -.31 -.38 .07 -.19
Self-Rating of Effectiveness -.19 -.06 -.61 -.11 -. 23 -. 01
Own Morale -.56 -.09 -.22 -.48 -.12 -.22
Unit Morale - 27 -.21 .12 -. 45 -. 03 -. 34
S.O.O. Item No. I (Satisfaction with Co-workers) .15 -.69 03 -.23 -.17 -. Ott
S.O.O. Item No. 2 (Satisfaction with Supervisor) -.1(, -.05 -.10 -.09 -.15 -.80
S.O.O. Item No. 3 (Satisfaction with Job) -.65 -.13 -. 04 -. 11 -. 23 -. 43
S.O.O. Item No. 4 (Satisfactoi with Army) -. 58 .14 -.16 -.38 -.09 -.27
S.O.O. Item No. 5 (Satisfaction with Pay) .04 -. 05 .04 -.68 -. 26 -.21
S.O.O. Item No. 6 (Satisfaction wi th Progress) - 25 -.09 -. 21 .16 -. 6 -. 37
S.O.O. Item No. 7 (Satisfaction with Getting -. 43 -.01 -. 23 -.25 -. 37 -.52

Ahead in the Army)
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I Job Satisfaction; Overall Satisfaction with the Army, Motivation
and Performance; Satisfaction with Community and Commllunications
(22 percent)

II Satisfaction with Go-workers (6 percent)

III Motivation-and Effectiveness; Valence-rxpectancy Specific

(7 percent)

IV Satisfaction with Pfay (9 percent)

V Satisfaction with Rrogress and with Supervisory Goal Emphasis
(4 percent)

VI Satisfaction %,ith Supervisors arid llromotions (16 percent)

(Tota! variance accounted for = 64 percent)

Clearly the factor btructure is not as "clean" as the structures obtained
both in Seventh and Eighth Army samples. The first factor cuts across a
number of the factors wnich emer'ed individually in regular Army factor
analyses. Variables ineasuring iiotivation, overall satisfaction with Army,
and satisfactiorn with supervisors fai, to break out" separately in this
solution. It suems likely that the structure of the satisfaction and

and motivation domains is dontsiderably different in the National Guard
compared with the structure of these domains in the regular Army. Of
course, it is also possible that the small sample of units caused these
results to d..,iate from regular Army factor analysis results.

Investi ating the Relationships Between Unit Morale Ratinqs rnd Quest ion-
naire Booklet Variables

Efforts to determine the relationship between unit morale and variables
repres nrtin the motivation/satlslaction domain in the National Guard are
discussed in this section. Also reported are efforts to investigate rela-
tionships between morale and self-report criteria. Morale ratings were
obtained for the three batteries in our sample using the behavior-based
format described in an earlier section of this report. Then, 14 trend
component analyses were used in which the independent variable was unit
m.orale in each case, and the dcpendent variables were derived from the
motivation/satisfaction domain and self-report criteria contained in the
questionnaire booklet. That is, each trend analysis tested for group
differences on one of the 14 dependent variables where the "groups" were
batteries standing either high, medium, or low in morale based on the
morale ratings obtained using our scales.
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Linear effects were tested essentially by comparng group means of the
high and low morale batteries (equivalent to a "t" test). Quadratic
effects werc tested by comparing the means of the batteries high and low
in moralb with the mean of the battery possessing an intermediate-level
of morale. Although the number of units enterlng into the trend component
analyses is extremely small, it was hoped some indication of the manner in
which unit morale related to other variables at the company/battery level
in tile Natlonal Guard could be derived.

Since the Factor analysis of notivation/satisfaction variables yielded
few psychologically me3ningful factors, only constructs which were rela-
tively well represeritcd in the factor analysis were selected as dependent
variable:s for the trend component analyses. Therefore, Satisfaction with
Pay, Co-workers, and Supervisors were formed using variables identical to
the ones used In developing regular Army constructs. For continuity with
Seventh 'and Eighth Army analyses, three additional variables were selected
to represent respectively the Motivation, Job Satisfaction, and Overall
Satisfaction constructs. In addition, a number of self-report criteria
were in;:luded as dependent variables in this analysis.

Before performing the trend component analyses, it was necessary to con-
firm, using our rating scales, the morale levels of the three batteries
participating In this portion of the study. A senior officer at battalion
level familiar with all three batteries provided evaluations of the three
batteries, and battery commanders provided morale ratings of their own
batteries. In addition, the executive officers of two of the batteries
previded ratings for their own batteries only. The results in Table 6.6
provide an independent confirmation of the rank order of batteries (in
morale) estimated by a senior officer at Division level. Battery I is
consistently rated higher in morale than Battery 2, which is in turn con-
sisteptly rated more highly than Battery 3. Thus, an estimate of the
linear effect in each trend component analysis was formed by comparing the
mean!'dependent variable score for Batteries 1 and 3. A quadratic effect
was (.stimated by comparing mean scores for Batteries I and 3 taken together
against the mean dependent variable score for Battery 2.

I

Reslts of the trend component analyses appear in Table 6.7. Only onec
linear comparison is significant at the .05 level or better. Soldiers in
Battery I rated their unit's morale significantly higher than did Battery
3's soldiers, which corresponds to the way raters evaluated these units'
morale using our morale scales. This result provides a certain degree of
convergent validity for the morale scales in terms of their use in the
National Guard. However, results within the quadratic effects column of
Table 6.7 detract from this positive finding. Three varlables, Including
Lnit Morale, possess a signlficant curvilinear relationship with the
morale ratings. Inspection of the group means reveals that in terms of
Unit Morale and Satisfaction with Go-workers, Battery I does stand highest
of the three, but that Battery 2 stands considerably below Battery 3 on
these two variables. For the Satisfaction with Supervisors dependent
variable, the rank order is 3-1-2 (high to low) with respect to the means
for Batteries 1, 2, and 3 on this construct.

I_
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rable 6.6

Mean Morale Ratings for the Three Batteries
Whose Soldiers Completed the Questionnaire Booklet

(I = low, 9 = high)

Mean Rating

Mean Overall Morale Rating Across Eight Morale Dimensions

Battal ion Company Battal ion Company

Level Level Level Level

I 8.0 6.5 7.6 6.7

2 7.0 6.0 7.5 5.9

3 5.0 5.0 4.9 4.9

I

'K
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Table 6. 7

Trend Component Analysis Results Describing
Relationships Between Unit Morale and Selected Variables

p Value p Value

Variable Linear Hypothesis Quadratic Hypothesis

Satisfaction with Co-workers .26 .03

Valence x Expectancy (Motivation) .99 .09

Satisfaction with Pay .34 .68

Satisfaction with Supervisors .28 .0002

Brayfield-Rothe (Job Satisfaction) .10 .12

Army as a Whole--Cureton (Overall .20 11
Satisfaction)

Own Morale .32 .20

Unit Morale .05 .0006

Pride in the Army .71 .59

Self-perceived Performance .35 .59

Self-perceived Effectiveness .15 .83

AWOLs Last Year .43 .79

Article 15s Last Year .51 .20

Plans to Re-enlist .92 .38
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Unfortunately, the small number of batteries in this analysis precludes
a stable estimate of the relationships between rated morale and the 14
selected variables. If a single bat.ery's morale is rated invalidly, the
results of the trend component analyses are affected drastically. It may
be, for example, that officer raters within this portion of the study over-
estimated the morale of Battery 2. This "error" would account for the
highly significant quadratic effect for the Unit Moraie variable. At any
rate, these analyses provide few clues about the correiates of morale rat-
ings at the company/battery level in the National Guard. Because tile
results indicate little evidence of convergent validity for the iorale
ratings (of these three batteries), it is difficult to assess tile relation-
ships between these unit morale ratings and other variables at tile battery
level. That is, since we cannot be assured, given these results, that the
morale ratings are accurately tapping battery morale within these three
units, assessing the relationship between these ratings and other var-aules
becomes quite risky.

More research is needed t,) obtain a stable estimate of the structure
of motivation, morale, and various facets of satisfaction in the National
Guard. Before rejecting variables used successfully to measure these
constructs in the regular Army, or before eliminating fiini consideration
other variables potentially useful for describing these domains in the
National Guard, we suggest that a larger number of National Guard soldiers
and units serve as a sample in a correlational .-tudy similar to the one
conducted in Germany. This study would provide .,iorc ionclusive information
about the relationships among motivation, mor .l., ar.. satisfaction in the
National Guard and would identify variables mo-n ;el.'ant for measuring
constructs shown to be meaningful within thrs, i..
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CHAPTER VII

SUMMARY OF RESULTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE ARMY

The Measurement of Motivation, Satisfaction, and Morale In the United
States Army: Construct Validation

Efforts to construct validate a number of motivation and satisfaction
measures within the framework of a structure which emerged from the
literature review and subsequent data analyses are discussed first in
this section. Then the "status" of the unit morale rating scales Is
described and evidence for their construct validity is examined.

At the outset of the study, the literature review sugested facets of
satisfaction and motivation potentially meaningful for describing a
soldier's standing within these domains. As a result, researchers
selected a number of instruments containing scales and items conceptually
related to the appropriate satisfaction and motivation domains. A number
of scales were developed for this purpose; as well. Then, a questionnaire
was construcied containing the selected and developed instruments along
with a number of seif-report criterion items (such as AWOLs, Article 15s),
and a variet/ of demograpnic qu~stions. The questionnaire was pretested
in Korea--using Eighth Army troops--and a revised questionnaire was pre-
pared for the main administration in the Eighth Army, Korea.

The questionnaire booklet was administered to 466 EM in 104 platoons and
16 companies within the Eighth Army. Variables from the questionrz cre
representing various aspects of satisfaction and motivation were subjected
to a factor analysis using Eighth Army data. The six-factor varima..
rotated solution suggested five psychologically meaningful factors:

I rereral Satis'actiuoi and batisfaction with Extrinsic Considera-
tions such as Communications, Promotions, Pay, and the
Commun i ty

II Satisfaction with Co-workers

II Motivation,. Performance, and Effectiveness

IV Satisfaction with the Job

V Satisfaction with Supervisors

Except for the absence of a pay satisfaction factor, this result largely
confirmed an a priori identification of separate constructs potentially
measurable within the motivation/satisfaction domain. At this point, PDI
elected to work temporarily with a six-construct framework based primarily
on the factor analysis results, but including satisfaction with pay because
of its conceptual importance.



236.

Using a number of criteria, scales and items from the questionnaire were
screened for inclusion in unit weighted composite construct variables.
Criteria for selection included conceptLal dppropriateness, factor loak;-
ings on the factor analysis just discussed, high correlations with other
variables conceptually related to the same construct, and low correlations
with variables conceptually related to other constructs. Using these and
other criteria, 22 questionnaire variabies were selected to represent the
six constructs. A multiconstruct-muiLthethod matrix developed using these
22 variables was formed to absess the convergent and discriminant valiaity
attained in measuring the six separate motivation and satisfaction con-
struct measures.

Substantially the tame quettionnaire was administered to 614 soldiers
in the Seventh Army in Germany. Results largely confirmed Eighth Army
findings. A factor analysis of the vai iables measuring the satisfaction,
motivation, and morale domains contained a structure very similar to the-
one formed using Eighth Army data. A six factor-varimax roLated solution
provided the following factors:

I General Satisfaction; Overall Satisfaction with the Army;
Satisfaction with Community and Communications; Morale

II Motivation, Performance and Effort

III Satisfaction with Supervisors

IV Satisfaction with the Job

V Satisfaction wich Co-workers

VI Satisfaction with pay

Except for the addition of pay satisfactio, as d separate factor, the
results here were virtually identical to the Eighth Army factor solution.

The next step in analyzing Seventh Army questionnaire data was to place
in a multiconstruct-multimethod matrix the 22 variables used in Korea to
represent the six motivation/satisfaction constructs. This step provided
a test of the consistency across sample of the construct composites' con-
vergent and discriminant validity. That multiconstruct-multimethod matrix
provided evidence for the generality of such a six-construct framework.
Results using Seventh Army data were very similar to the results obtaincd
using Eighth Army data. Thus, convergent and discriminant validity were
obtained in a separate sample for tile six-Lonstruct systt.m developed from
Korea data.
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A final step in selecting variables to represent the constructs was to
examine Seventh Army questionnaire results using the same criteria used
earlier with the Korea sample for variable selection. Nineteen variables
stood favorably on criteria applied both to Seventh and to Eighth Army
(Korea) data. These 19 variables were almost identical to the 22 variable
set (twree were dropped, one moved to a difft.rent construct) selected using
Eighth Army -esults. Thus, the final set of 15 variables provide our
best estimate of the measures most likely to represent adequately tile six-
construct domain in the regular Army. Overall, it appears that the 19-
variable/six-construct structure provides a consistent, conceptually meaning-
ful and empirically valid framework to represent the motivation and satis-
faction domains of U. S. Army troops.

Another major research thrust within this project was to develop and field
test a measure of unit morale. To accomplish this goal, PDI researchers
used the Behavior Observation Scale methodology to gather from National
Guard and Eghth Army junior enlisted men, NCOs, and officers behavioral
examples of units exhibiting various levels of morale. Behaviorally
anchored rating scales were then developed based on the content of
behavior examples gathered. These scales were administered to officers
and NCOs in the Eighth Army to assess the scales' operational effectiveness
for r.l iably and vai Jly measuting tihe morale of company and platoon-sized
units. The morale scales were revised somewhat based on input from soldiers
in the Seventh Army and then used to evaluate the morale of Seventh Army
platoons and companies. These experimental field ratings in Korea and
Germany allowed for an assessment of the scales' operational performance
on a number of crit:.ria.

First, since more 1.han one rater generally evaluated the morale of each
unit, the scales' 'nterrater reliability could be estimated. Results tiom
Einhth Army data i ggested that the interobserver reliability for company
ratings was adecuite (median R1=.82). Platoon level reliability was lower
(average R, appro.,mately .40). Seventh Army resuits were more promising
with respect to Interrater agreement at platoon level, but company ievel
morale ratigs provided lower reliabilities than those obtained in Korea
(median Ris .56 and .45, respectively). Thus, reliability results were
mixed. Company lie/-Korea and platoon level-Germany interobserver
reliability seemed adequate, but interrater agreement in the other two
settings was marginal.

Examining thL intercorrelations among morale scales yielded clues about how
different the various aspects of morale really may be in the Army. Although
conceotually each of tie eight dimensions can be clearly differentiated from
other dimensions, empirically the interrelationships among scales was high.
High intercorrelations among dimensions imply either that raters are
succumbing to the halo error or that the various aspects of morale repre-
sented in the scales are, in fact, highly correlated. At any rate, little
evidence is present in these data supporting the contention that we measured
separately and uniquely a number of different facets of morale. Therefore,
much ol the subsequent construct validation of the morale scales was focused
on the measurement of overall morale as a construct.
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The main thrust of the construct valid.ation effort was to investigate the
convergent and discriminant validity of the morale ratings. Tile strategy
was to assess convergent validity by investigating the correlations between
unit morale ratingS dnd soldiers' evaluations of their unit's morale, and
to assess lisrriminant validity by comparing the magnitude of those cor-
relations with the magnitude of correlations between rated morale and
other variables in related domains. Table 7.1 summarizes tlM relevant
data.

Both at platoon an] company level, in Korea and in Germany, at least moder-
ate convergent validity is present. Three of the four correlations between
overall morale (ratings) and soldiers' self-reported uniz morale are sig-
nificant at the .05 level or better. The relatively lOw (.24) relation-
ship between these variables in the Eighth Army platoon level analysis may
be due to the sampling problems occurring for platoons in Korea or may
reflect the comparatively low reliability (RI=.49) obtained for those
morale ratings. Still, these results suggest at least some convergent
validity derived from two very different methods of esttmating unit morale.

An idea of the morale scales' discriminant validity can be obtained by
examining the comparative magnitude of correlations in the first row of
Table 7.1 with the magnitude of correlations appearing in rows 2-7.
Correlations between morale ratings and self-reported unit morale are
always greater than correlations between morale rating3 and motivation/
satisfaction variables. This result is especially impressive because
aspects of satisfaction and motivation seem conceptually very similar to
morale as a construct. Consequently, these results suggest that unit
morale can be measured as a construct separate from satisfaction or
motivation.

The Nature of Morale

To assess the nature of unit morale, correlates of rated and self-reported
morale will be discussed. Tables 7.2 and 7.3 summarize the highest cor--
relations between unit morale and variables measuring motivation/satisfac-
tion constructs and various criteria used in the study. In terms of the
relationships with motivation/satisfaction constructs, Overall Satisfaction
with the Army and Satisfaction with Communications appear to be the most
consistently high correlates of unit morale. Although unit morale is
measured uniquely as a construct in these data, Overal. Satisfaction with
the Army and Satisfaction with Communications probably most nearly describe
the nature of platoon or company mora!e in terms of constructs nre commonly
measured.

6.
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Clues about what troops think of as "morale" can be derived from examining
the correlations between self-report unit morale provided by the troops
and the various aspects of moiale as measured by using the morale rating
scales. Unfortunately, no clear, consistent pattern emerges. In Korea,
Bearing and Appearance, Reaction to Adversity, and Superior-Subordinate
Relations relate most highly to self-report unit morale at platoon level
while Teamwork and Cooperation and Reaction to Adversity related best at
the company level. In Germany, Pride in Unit, Army, etc. is the highest
correlate by far at the platoon level, and this aspect of morale shared
that distinction with Superior-Subordinate Relations at the company level.

In terms of criter~a relating substantially to morale, generally different
criteria relate significantly to morale depending on the sample. Taking
the effect of commoi method variance into account, .lans to Re-enlist, Pride
in the Army and Self-perceived Effectiveness relate most consistently with
unit morale in Korea. In Germany, Unit Effectiveness, Participation in
Drives, and Dians to Re-enlist most consistently correlate with unit morale.
Also, EM Awards relates well to company level morale measured both by
self-report and by ratings. Since Lhis variable was measured only in
Germany at company levels, it must be regarded as potentially a consistently
high correlate of unit morale.

Overall, however, the relationship between unit morale and criterion
measures is not strong. Of course, the low correlations may reflect
inadequate criterion measures. For example, agreement between administra-
tive and self-report criteria indexing the same variable (e.g., AWOLs or
Article 15s) was moderate at best suggesting that one or both sets of cri-
teria were measured poorly. Therefore, no firm conclusions can be reached
presently about the relationship between unit morale and various criteria.

Attempts to Measure Motivation, SaLibfdctic-., and Morale in the National
Guard

To recap results using National Guard data, first the reliability of the
morale rating scales for evaluating company level morale was found to be
adequate for half of the dimensions, but disappointingly low for the other
half of the dimensions. The level of interrater reliability was somewhat
higher than the reliability obtained at platoon level-Korea or company level-
Germany. Reliability of ratings from the company level and ratings from
the battalion level assessed within level was considerably higher, suggesting
that raters from the same level saw the morale of units under them much more
similarly than did raters from different organizational levels. No particular
problems were noted with respect to the leniency or restriction of range
errors, but the ratings appeared to reflect a severe halo bias based on the
magritu'e of dimension intercorrelations compared with the reliabilities
for each dimension.
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In addition, the structure of the motivation/satisfaction domain in the
National Guard ,ppears different than that found in the regular Army based
on data gathered in these three batteries (126 solaiers) in the Minnesota
National Guar6. A factor analysis of motivation/satisfaction questionnaire
variables yielded a solution only vaguely similar to solutions generated
from Seventh and Eighth Army data.

Finally, a series of trend component analyses wns performed to assess the
convergent valicity of the morale rating scales and to provide clues about
relationships between unit morale and other variables at the company/battery
level in the National Guard. A small degree of convergent validity was
derived from a significant (p-;..O5) linear effect discovered for the
dependent variable, self-report unit morale where rated unit morale was
the independent variable within the trend component analysis. Howeer,
the hignly significant quadratic effect for the self-report unit morale
variable cast a shadow on that evidence for convergent validity. Doubt
about the validity of the morale ratings for these three batteries, along
with problems associated with the small number of units, made it difficult
to obtain dependable information about the relationship between unit morale
ratings and motivation/satisfaction and self-report criterion variables from
the questionnaire booklet.

It was suggested that further research be conducted to provide more
information on the structure of motivation, morale, and satisfaction in
the National Guard. A correlat;onal study similar to the one conducted
in Germany should result in a reasonable framework for the motivation,
morale, and satisfaction domains and should enable researchers to select
variables to represent relevant zonstructs describing these domains. Then
the relationship among these constructs and between these constructs and
important criteria can be studied more in depth.

Recommendations to tle Army

The above summary of results from our studies of morale, motivation. and
satisfaction amoiy Army enlisted personnel may seem somewhat sparse in view

of the extensive analyses we carried out. However, the analyses do ;onverge
meaningfully on certain sets of consistent findings be-aring on the future
use of these inventories and rating scales for auditing morale, satisfaction,

and motivation of Army troops. Here are our reconh;-,endations for steps to be

taken in implementing uses of these measures in the Army:

I. Modify the format of the morale rating scales. The dimensions
of morale discovered from the workshops held in Korea, Germany,
and with National Guard units were shown to be conceptually
independent of each other. Both officers and enlisted personnel
showed good agreement in classifying behavioral episodes into
the conceptualiv distinct areas of:
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* Community Relations
Teamwork and Cooperation
Reactions to Adversity
Superior-Subordinate Relations
Performance and Effort
Bearing, Appearance and Military Discipline
Pride in Unit, Army, and Country
Use of Off-Duty Time

Yet, the ratings on scales developed to evaluate unit morale

in the above eight areas showed disappointingly high intercor-
relations in all settings and at both platoon and company levels.

We believe the scales required an excessive amount of reading
time and that the great specificity of incidents used to define
scale points may have made it difficult for raters to discern
and utilize the underlying unidimensionality of the scales.

Scales using the same morale dimensions, the same generalized
definitions, but with defining statements shortened and stated
more generally (but still behaviorally) should be developed.
We believe that this simplified format will yield ratingq
showing higher interrater agreements and lower interdimensional
correlation. These Army Unit Morale Rating Scales should then
be made avai aol , for operational use in the Army as suggested
in recommendation 4 below.

2. Use the behavioral content of the morale rating scales to develop
improved self-report measures of morale. As we have noted in
previous pages, the behavioral episodes generated by our workshop
participants provide a rich pool of information for describing
what actually happens in units with different levels of mor-ale
i(ro-, the various facets. The information should be used to
develop and pretest more sophisticated self-report observation
scales describing what a soldier sees happening in his or her
own un i t. We recommend that each of the eight facets )f morale
be measured with a scale consisting of five to seven behavioral
statements chosen to conform to properties of a Guttman scale.
T!ese Soldier Unit Morale Repcrt Scales should then be made
available for operational use in tie Army as suggested in recom-
mendation 4 below.

3. Standardize thirteen inventories for use in mcisuring Army
satisfaction and motivation. The most clear-cut fioding in our
research was the distinct definition of the six satisfaction
and motivation constructs shown in Tables 4.21 (page 129) and
5.15 (page 194). We recommend that the nineteen measures
making up those constructs be reduced further to thirteen and
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that these be incorporated into a single inventory, The
Army Opinion Inventory, to be made available for operational
use in the Army as suggested in reconminendation 4 below.

We recommend that the foliowing thirteen measures be retained
for use in the Army Opinion Inventory.

Measure Construct

1. Valence-Expectancy Motivation
2. Self-Rating of Effort Motivation

3. Prior Expectancy Overall Satisfaction

with the Army
4. Satisfdction--Army as a Overall Satisfaction

Whole (Cureton) wth the Army

5. Brayfield-Rothe Satisfaction with the Job
6. JDI--Work Satisfaction with the Job
7. Sears--Kind of Work Satisfaction with the Job

8. S.O.O. Supervisory Support Satisfaction with Supervision
9. JDI Supervision Satisfaction with Supervision

10. S.O.O. Peer Support Satisfaction with Co-workers
II. JDI Co-workers Satisfaction with Co-workers

12. JDi-'-Pay Satisfaction with Pay
13. S.O.O. Item Satisfaction with Satisfaction with Pay

IPay
The above recommendations are made in the interest of corserving
administration time and inventory length. If these factors are
not control lIng, we would still recommend using all nineteen measures
showi in Table 5.14 (page 193).

4. Establish a formal audit procedure to evaluate Army motivation,
morale and satisfaction on a continuing basis. The three instruments
mentioned in recommendations 1, 2, and 3 (Army Unit Morale Rating
Scales, Soldier Unit Morale Report Scales, Army Opinion Inventory)
should be used in a continuing audit of Army personnel and Army units
throughout the world. Our research showed clearly that our morale
rating scales in concert with self-reported unit morale produce
a clearly differentiated construct of morale in contrast with
conceptually rather similar constructs of satisfaction and motiva-
t ion.
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We expect that the simp) if led and improved scales flowing from
our recommendations I and 2 will produce this morale construct
in an even more fully differentiated ninner.

The use of these morale, motivation, and satisfaction instruments,
administered systematically and pTriodically to Army units, will
provide a data bank of diagnostic information for comparison
with all sorts of other administrative indicators of both
individual and unit effectiveness. This diagnostic usefulness
will be especially potent for results gleaned from the Unit
Morale Rating Scales and the Unit Morale Report Scales because
they possess content not only diagnostic but also prescriptive.
The prescriptive implications of areas ot weakness on the morale
scales will, of course, be greatly enhanced by results from the
Army Opinion Inventory as the longitudinal data base makes
possible an increasing number of analyses yielding causal implica-
tions.

4a. U~e intraclass correlation as a statistical search technique. An
important methodological contribution of our studies was our use
of intraclass correlation as a method of evaluating the relative
magnitudes of different sources of morale, satisfaction, and
motivation variance. Decisions about where to focus ameliorative
actions in the case of "low" scores on such measures can be
greatly aided by determining the relative homogeneity within
particular units of the scores being reported. For example,
if variance of Pride in Unit as a facet of morale is much
greater within units than between units, the "problem" is clearly
more likely to reside within individuals than at the level of
organizational practices or policies. Different corrective steps
would be undertaken under such circumstances than if the "problem"
were shown to reside more definitely at the level of unit analysis.
Intraclass correlational analyses should, therefore, be carried
out (as illustrated by our analyses at platoon and company levels
in Korea and Germany) at various levels of unit size in order to
pinpoint quite explicitly where initial corrective action may most
efficiently be focused.

e, 5. Use the morale measures and the opinion inventory to study civilian
job versus Armyjob orientations among National Guardsmen. These
standard ways of measuring work unit morale dimensions and constru.cts
of motivation and satisfaction provide powerful tools for studying
relative levels of morale, satisfaction, and motivation shown by

ISee subrecommendation la for a methodological recommendation crucial to the
use of this information for diagnostic purposes.
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Guardsmen in their Army and civilian work units and work settings.
Some modifications will need to be made to adapt the instruments
for use in describing responses to civilian jobs, but the changes
need not be extensive nor are they difficult.

Comparisons between perceptions of National Guard jobs and civilian
jobs should be made according tc different types of Army jobs,
different types of civilian jobs (e.g., professional vs. skilled
vs. unskilled, eLc.), personal characteristics of Guardsmen (age,
education, race, etc.) and patterns of practice and policies
descriptive of the Guard work units and civilian employing firms.
Results of comparisons of these kinds should provide information
relevant to recruiting practices and organization development
and orientation activities for National Guard units.

Moreover, the results will also provide useful implications
related to the aspects of civilian industry most likely to be
competitive with Army career opportunities and decisions made
by Army personnel related to such opportunities.

The above recommendations flow directly from the methodological studies
carried out during our stages of developing and/or pinpointing scales and
inventories for measuring constructs of morale, satisfaction, and motiva-
tion in the Army. In a'sense, our research effort can be viewed as a
kind of large scale "purification" or adaptation of both existing and new
measuring instruments for Army use. We feel confident now in recommending,
that with some additional simplifying changes, a subset of these instruments
is now ready for Army-wide operational use. We believe their use in the
ways we have recommended will prove invaluable over the years ahead in
providing more complete understanding of both correlates and causal flnkages
among these measures and between them and other behavioral and administra-
tive outcomes of interest to the Army.
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